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THE 

TRIAL OF BISHOP COLENSO. 



The trial of Dr. Colensn, Bishop of Natal, on chiurges of 
erronfous tt aching preferred against him hy the Denn of 
Cape Town, tlie Arehdeucon of Graham^s Town, and the 
Archdeacon of Geor^re, was commenctd in St. George's^ 
Cathedral, Cape Town, on Tuesday morning last, the I7th 
Kovembcr, at clt-ven o'clock. The Right Ber. Bishop^ 
Gray, Metropolitan of Cape Town, presided, and was 
assisted by his SulTracans, the Rig'it Rev. tlie Bishop of 
Graham's Town (Cotterill) and th» Rivht Rev. the Bishof^ 
of the « >range Free tate (T wells). Theaccosing'cIergy.Deair 
Douulis and Archdeacons Merriman and Badnall, were 
present to support their accusations, and Dr. Bleck, Curator 
of t)ie Grey Library, a'tinded as a personal f:ioDd of Dr. 
Oolenso, to protest against die proceedings. 

The Court being constituted, 

Ti e Bishop ( f Cape Town said: On a presentation made 
to me as Meiro|»olit >n by the Very Rev. the Dean of Ciipe 
Town, the Ven. the Arch «eac<m of Graham's Town, 
and the Ven. the Aruhdencon of George, I have cited the 
Bishi p of Natal to appear here to day to answer ceruuQ 
charijis of false leaching wliich have been brought aftaincft 
him; I am now ready to he^r those charges, with the 
assistance of the Bishops that are here present. The othe^ 
Bishops, I am sorry to sny, are not able to be present. The 
Bishop of St. Helena has exi»re«8ed his very great reailinesa 
mnd anxiety to he present, but tlie distance of his diwese — 
two tiiiiusand miles- and the distance of the diocese of 
the Bishop of the Zambezi, also two thousand miles, mod the 
diiBculty of comniuoication, have prevented them from 
being present. I now call upon the Registrar to KSidi^bf^ 
•Station aud the charges with the retuiu. 



The Registrar (Mr. Tennant) then read the citatioD, the 
affidavit of service, and the annexure A, as follows: 

THE CITATION. 

To the Right Reverend Johx William Colenso, Doctor ia 
Divinity, Lord Bishop of Natal, and a Suflfragan Bishop 
of the Province of Cape Town. 

My Lord, — By direction of the Lord Bishop of Cape Town, 
I hereby cite you to appear before the Most Reverend Robert, 
Lq^ Bishop of Cape Town and Metropolitan, on Tuesday, t^e . 
setenteenth day of November, one thousand eight hundred and 
sixty-three, at eleven o'clock in the forenoon, iu the vestry of 
the cathedral church of Saint George, Cape Town, then and 
there to answer to certain charges of false, strange, and 
erroneous doctrine and teaching, preferred against you by the 
Very Reverend the Dean of Cape Town, the Venerable the 
Archdeacon of Graham's Town, and the Venerable the Arch- 
deacon of George, to wit, that in and by the writing, printings 
and publishing, and the sale within this Province of a certain 
book or work, entitled '^ Saint Paul's Epistle to the Romanis, 
newly translated and explained from a missionary point of view, 
by the Right Rev. J. W. Colenso, D.D , Bishop of Natal. Printed 
at Ekukanyeni, Natal, 1861 :" 

And in and by the writing, printing, and publishing, and 
thereafter the sale within this Province of a certain other book 
or work, entitled " The Pentateuch and Book of Joshua criti- 
cally examined, by the Right Rev. John William Colenso, D.D^ 
Bishop of Natal. London, Longman, Green, Longman, Roberts, 
& Gfeen, 1862," being part I of said work. And in and by the 
writing, printing, and publishing, and thereafter the sale within 
this Province of part II of said book or work last mentioned, 
entitled ''The Pentateuch and Book of Joshua critically 
examined, by the Right Rev. John William Colenso, D.D., 
Bishop of Natal. Part II. London, Longman, Green, Longman, 
Roberts, & Green, 1863:" Your Lordship did, in and by 
such writings and publications, in whole or in part, hold, 
maintain, set forth, teach, inculcate, and express belief, 
doDtrliies, views, and opinions in opposition to and ai 
variance with the doctnne and teaching of the United 
ChuToh of England and Ireland, as set forth, expressed, and 
maintained in the Book of Common Prayer, the Sacraments, and 
other rites of the said Church, the 39 Articles of Religion, and 
the Canons Ecclesiastical ; the several portions or extracts from 
this said writings and publications containing the erroneous 
•nd strange doctrine, contrary to God*s word, so complained of 
as aforesaid, and the charges thereon being hereto annexed, 
marked with the letters A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, I, and EL,' 
iniltiding the schedules marked from No. I to IX inclusive. 

jgybonldyour Lordship fail to appear, either in pereoaor 1^ 
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^>r» or otlierwfse make defaiilt herein, the Bishop of Cane 

bv^ as Metropolitan, with the advice and assistance of 'souui 
ef the Suffiragan Bishops of the Province as can conveniently be 
•iUed together, will, after proof of the due service of this 
citation, hear and investigate, at the time and place aforesajkl, 
tho charges so preferred against your Lordship, and proceed to 
the final adjudication thereon, 
jpftted at Csipe Town, this eighteenth day of May, a.d. 1863. 
I remain, 
Your Lordship's obedient servant, 
©AVID Tennant, Registrar of the Diocese of Cape Town. 

AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE. 

•\I, Douglas du Bois, of Dectors' Commons^ in the city, of 
liOBdon, proctor, solicitor, and notary public,' make oath, and. 
«yyr> as follows : 

♦' That I duly and personally served the abovenamed, the 
Bight Reverend John William Colenso, D.D., Bishop of Natal, 
vith the citation dated eighteenth May, one thousand 
'^ght hundred and sixty-three (whereof a copy is above written), 
together with the charges and schedules thereto annexed, 
Varked respectively from A to K, and from I to IX, both inclu- 
4^ve ; to wit, by delivering to and leaving with his Lordship the 
faid original citation, with said charges and schedules annexed, 
•I No. 28, Sussex Place, Kensington, in the county of jVliddleaex, 
OB the first day of July, one thousand eight hundred and sixty- 
Ikureo. 

"Douglas du Bois. 

* Sworn hj the said Douglas du Bois at the Mansion-houie, 
Ia the dty of London, this first day of July, 1863, before me, 

" VVm. A. Rose, Mayor." 

Annexure A, 

3Hfi LETTER OF THE DEAN AND ARCHDEACONS. 

iy> the Most Reverend Robert Gray, D.D., Lord Bishop of 
Cape Town and Metropolitan. 

Mt Lord,— We, the undersigned, being Clerks in Holy Ordenr 
•of the United Church of England and Ireland, and having cure 
•of souls within the Province of Cape Town, under your Lord- 
jBhip*8 Metropolitan jurisdiction, constrained by a sense of duty 
to tke Church within which we hold office, desire to lay before 
Toor Lordship a charge of false teaching on the part of the 
Kifjjixi Reverend John William Colenso, Doctor in Divinity, 
Lord Bishop of Natal, and a Suffragan Bishop of this Province. 

Tlie charge which we bring is founded -^.^Ti ^^t\.^Tk ««r- 
tects £rom writings pubUihod %Ad v<o>^\ t««^ V^ S>cwci^^^^> 



•ntitled, " St Famr§EpitHe to iht Xomant luwly tranaUUed and 
explained from a mUaunuuy point of view ; and Parts I and II of 
the *■* Pentateuch and Book of Jothua criticaUv examined^** and 
flold and published in the dty of Cape Town within the last two 
years. 

These extracts are contained in nine schedules, and a copj 
of them is hereto anneze«i, numbered from I to IX inclusive. 

I. With respect to the eight, all and each of them which 
Bfand first, we charge the Bishop of Natal with holding and 
promulgating opinions which contravene and u^vert the 
^tholic faith as defined and expressed in the Thirty-nine 
Articles of Religion, and the Formularies of the Book of 
Common Prayer of the United Church of England and 
Ireland. 

And, accordingly, under each schedule of extracts, we have 
apecified the particular article or articles and other portions <^ 
the Church's symbols and formularies, which, we are persuaded, 
those extracto contravene, and which we crave may be con- 
sidered as if herein inserted and word for word repeated. 

II. With respect to the extracts contained in the ninth sche- 
dule, we charge the Bishop of Natal with depraving, and im- 
pugning, and otherwise bringing into disrepute the Book of 
Common Pr&yer, particularly portions of the Ordinal and the 
Baptismal Services, and in so doing with violating the law of the 
United Church of England and Ireland, as contained in tha 
36th of the Constitutit ns and Canons Ecclesiastical. We ave 
deeply conscious of the gravity of these charges, as brought 
against one who holds theoilice of a Bishop, and of the responsi- 
bility which we incur in making them ; but the scandal which 
these publications have caused, and the feelings which are 
entertained regarding them by the clergy of the Province gene- 
rally, hCcmed imperatively to require that we should lay them 
befure your Lordship, and ask for your judgment upon the 
doctrines which are therein maintained. 

It only remains for us to inform your Lordship that we are 
prepared, if required, to prove the charges which we bring, 
and further to request that * n opportunity may be afibrded uf 
of proving them at such time and in such manner as your 
Lord>hip may see fit to appoint. 

Dated at Cape Town the 6th, and at Graham's Town the 12th 
day of May, in the year of our Lord 1863. 

We are, my Lord, 

Your Lordship's faithful senrants^ 
H. A. Douglas, Dean of Cape Town. 
N. J. MsRRiMAN, Archdeacon of Graham's Town. 
U. Badnall, Archdeacon of George, and Beetof 
of St. Mark's, George Towb. 



Before retding the scliedole of chArg^s the Begistrar 
feonred from the Dean the works containing the alleged 
erroDeoQs pasiages, and then proceeded as follows: 

ARTICLES OF ACCUSATION. 

Schedule I. Articles and FormularieB eom- 

Extraett from . "iS*. PauTs travened in the Extracts 

Epistle to the Rrnnant^ contained in Schedule I. 

newlif trandated and ex* Article ii. 
framed from the misgionary Article zxxi. 
point of view." Edition^ Prayer of Consecration in 
printed at Ekukanyenif theOrderof the Administration 
Natal, 1861. of the Lord's Sapper or Holy 

Pa^ 93, 160,v.6.— "On behalf Communion.—" Almighty God, 
o£— Once for alU letit be stated Our Heavenly Father, who, of 
distinctly there is not a single thy tender mercy, didst give 
mssace in the whole of the thine only Son, Jesus Christ, 
Kew Testament which supports to suffer death upon the cross 
the dogma of modern theology, for our redemption ; who made 
that our Lord died for our sins, there (by His one oblation of 
in the sense of dying instead of Himself once offered) a full, 
us, dying in our place, or dying perfect, and sufficient sacrifiois, 
80 as to bear the punishment oblation, and satisfaction for 
or penalty of our sins." the sins of the whole world.** 

rage 95, 166, v. 10.—" We were reconciled to God by the 
death of His Son.— The language of St. Paul is ' God hath 
reconciled us to Himself by the death of His Son.' * God was 
In Christ, reconciling the world unto Himself.' It is not He 
who needs to be reconciled to us ; for He loves ns all alone. 
It is we, poor, sin-stricken creatures, who need to be reconciled, 
brought back to Him. And in order to this, as the first step 
to this, we need to be assured of His love to us.*' ...... 

Page 97. — " Let the expression, however, once more be noted. 
Hie Apostle does not say that God is reconciled to u» by the 
death of His Son, but that we are reconciled to God. The 
difference in the meaning of these two expressions is infinite. 
It is our unwillingness, fear, distrust, that is taken away by the 
revelation of God's love to us in His Son. There is nothing 
now to prevent our going, with the prodigal of old, and throw- 
fng ourselves at His feet, and saying, • Father, 1 have sinned; 
but Thou art love.' " 

Page 110, 176.— '* He died not instead of us: but He died 
for us, on our behalf." 

Tftc cluzrffe preferred is that^ in the extracts contained in Schedule 
£f the writer maintaining that Our Blessed Lord did not die 'iu 
fhan*s stead, or hear the punishment or penalty of our stne^omd 
that God is not reconciled to vs btf tlie dctttli oj* H\« Sou^ \Twpv«»» 
and corUrudicts the Catholic faith as ex^nressed m iive AtIVcIks^^c, 
-' f ut/briA and referred to, ^ 

"Si o 



JSMtracUfrom " St, FauTs Epis- 
tle to the Somans^ newly 
traiisldtedf and explained 
Jrom a missionary point of 
view." Edition printed at 
Ekuhanyeni^ Natal, 1861. 
!Page 62, 112, v. 23.--« Being 
made righteous freely through 
His grace. — As he has just said 
that all sin, and all ooine short 
<lf Gud's glory, so now he must 
mettn that all are made righte- 
ous, justified freely by the 
OBceofGod. In former days 
ve Jews were all *mado 
lighteous/ treated as righte- 
ous, though many of them 
individually were unfaithful. 
They were all embraced in 
God's favour, and dealt with as 
children, not for any works of 
jjghte ousness which they l^ad 
done, nor for any virtue they 
possessed in themselves as 
ddrcendants of Abraham, but 
because of God's fVee grace, 
which had called them before 
others to the knowledge of His 
tanith, and the present eiyoy- 
aent of His gift of righteous- 
ness, — a gift, however, which 
was intended for all mankind, 
and was actually, in fact, be- 
stowed iVom the first upon 
them, though as 3'et they knew 
it not, for it was i:ot yet 
revealed to them. But now it is 
revealed that this gift of righ- 
teousness is meant for all, that 
all are being made righteous 
(the Greek present imply- 
ing their continuing state of 
righteousness), — all men,every- 
where, thouch many may be 
unfaithful, who have heard the 
blessed tidings, and many more 
»ay not yet have heard them, 
and so may have little or no 



present enjoyment 
^MiAer's Jove. 



of their 



Articles and Fcrmularies con- 
travened in the Ilxtracts 
contained in Schedmle II. 

Article xi. 

ATticle xviii. 

Article xix. 

The Aposties' Creed: "I 
believe . . . the Holy Cath- 
olic Church, the communion of 
saints.'^ 

Nicene Creed: "And I believe 
one Catholic and Apostolic 
Church, I acknowledge one 
baptism for the remission of 
sins." 

The drd collect for Good 
Friday. 

The collect for All Sdnts. 

The Ministration of Public 
Baptism of Infants to be used 
in the Church. 

The Ministration of Private 
Baptism of Children in Houses. 

The Ministration of Baptism 
to such as are of Biper Years, 
and able to answer for them- 

The Hymn called the Te 
Deum Lawktmus. — " When 
Thou hadst overcome the sharp- 
ness of deaHi, Thou didst open 
the kingdom of heaven to all 
believers.'* 

The Order of the Adminis- 
tration of the Lord's Supper or 
Holy Communion. — (Second 
prayer in Post-Communion sar- 
vice) — " Almighty and ever- 
lasting God . . . very mem- 
bers incorporate in the mysti- 
cal body of thy Son, which is 
the blessed company of all 
faithful people." 

A Catechism, that is to say^ 
an Instruction to be learned of 
every Person befbre he be 
brought to be confirmed by the 
Bishop. — '* Question : Who 
gave you this name ? 

" Answer : My godfathers 
and godmothers in my baptism^ 



wherein I was ma4e jimUntiier 
of Christ, the child of Qod« And 
an inheritor of the kingdMi of 
Ueaven. 

^* Question: What is tiie in- 
ward And spiritual grace ? 

'* Answer . A death unto sin, 
and a new birth unto righteous- 
ness ; for being by nature bom 
in sin, and the children of 
vrratb, we are hereby Biade the 
children of grace. 

"Question: Whatisreqiured 
of persons to be baptised? 

^* A n s w e r : Kepentaiice, 
whereby they forsake sin ; ftnd 
faith, whereby they steadfastly 
believe the promises of Grod 
made to them in that 
ment" 



rHie' Apestie's wordsin-ihls 
'vieHe^most probably mean this, 
-4keflMise he aflerwsffds (v. 15— 
19) folly and explicitly states 
it, namely, that the justification 
here spoken of extends to all, 
to thdsewho have never heard 
the DflAie of Christ, and who 
cannot have exercised a living 
fikith in Christ, as well as to 
Oliristaans. It is certain that, 
.In this latter passage, he is 
'm>eakingof the whole human 
race." 

Page 74, 120, v, 30.—" Who 
will make righteous.— It should 
be observed that both here and 
'elsewhere, when the Apostle 
■soys that God justifies any, or 
« makes them righteous.' he 
•means, that he justifies them in 
tiieir own consciences, he brings 
home to them consciously the 
g^ of righteousness." ... 

Page 75.— ** And all of them, as St. Paul plainly teeishes 

« afterwords, are counted as righteous creatures, though they 

'*«iaynot know it. through the grace of God, bestowed ttpon*the 

'•whole httman race, inHisown dear Son whom He has given to 

be their Head, and whose members they are. 

Page 103, 171, V. 19.— '* Whenever the ^ unrighteousness' of 
may Jew, Christian, or Heathen, *is forgiven, and his -sin 
'^owed,*^ whenever he feels any measure of the peace of G^'s 
^^lUdren, in the faithfUl discharge of any duty or in forsaking 
any path of evil, — ^whenever there is brought home to his heart 
In any way the message of God's fatherly love by me«n» of 
i«ny One of earth's ten thousand voices, — then be hears,* as it 
' were,- a ft>esh declaration ef righteousness, he may know ^Vh* 
is recognized again as a child of God's house." 

Page 114, 180^ v. 4.—" Of course, it is true that we ought to 
-do so ; but just because wo have already died unto sin, -4Xkd 
risen again unto righteousness in our very birth-hour, through 
the gracious gift of God, by that mysterious union with Christ 
our head, which we all enjoy through the grace of dttr' 
Heavenly Father as members of the great human family, and 
by virtoe of which we arc partakers of the death which He 
died, and of the life which He now lives." 

• 7%« charge preferred is that^ in the exf tacts contained in Si^ytiMlt 
lit the writer maintainuig that justification i« a ccv^%Ovqv>»qk«^^ 
beiMp counted riff hteouM, and tJiat all men, wen unthout w«iv ^w^.- 



■WMiMtM, ore trtaUd ^ Gcd a» ri^hteouiy eatd ewMUd righteous^ 
mud ikai mil Men, as members of the great human famify^ are dead 
mmtotmoMdiisem^ again unto righteoutueas^ dentee that men are 
juatified hglaUk, and impugns and contradicts the CathoHe faith 
^»expreMaedin ike Articles, 8;c., above ut forth and rrferred to. 



Schedule III. 
JSxtracts/rom ** St. FauTs Epis- 
tle to the BomanSy newly 
troMthtedf and explained 
from a missionary point of 
rnewJ" Editefi at Ekukan- 
yent, Natal, 186t. 
Pmc 114, 180, V. 4.— "We 
•lao should walk in newness of 
lift. — Though his words are 
trae in their measure (v. 15-21) 
of all mankind, yet the Apostle 
is specially speaking here of 
Christians, to whom their bap- 
tism is a sign and seal of their 
share in the death of their 
Lord, and also in His resurrec- 
tion-life. This is expressed in 
(the Church Catechism by say- 
ing that the inward spiritual 
gnce, or free gift of favour, 
which is given us in baptism, 
IB *• a death unto mn,' and *■ a 
new birth unto righteousness.' 
These words of the catechism 
Mte often explained to signify 
that in our baptism is set forth 
to lis our duty to die unto sin, 
to mortify and kill all vices in 
aSf and so to walk in holiness 
•of life as becomes God's dear 
children. Of course, it is true 
ihat we ought to do so ; but 
just because we have already 
died unto sin, and risen again 
wito righteousness, in our 
Tery birth-hour, through the 
Ipracious gift of God, by that 
mysterious union with 1 hrist 
our head, which we all enjoy 
through the grace of our 
Heavenly Father, as members 
of the great human family, and 
l»y virtue of . which we arc 



Articles and Formularies eow- 
travened in Schedule III. 

Article xxvii. 

The Nicene Creed.— "And 1 
believe one Catholic and Apos^ 
tolic Church; I acknowledge 
on«> baptism for the remission 
of sins." 

The Ministration of Public 
Baptism of Infants to be used 
in the Church. 

The Ministration of Private 
Baptism of Children in Houses. 

The Ministration of Baptism 
to such as are of Biper Years, 
and able to answer for them- 
selves. 

A Catechism, that is to say, 
an Instruction to be learned of 
every Person, before he be 
brought to be confirmed by the 
Bishop. — " Question : Who 
gave you this name ? 

"Answer: My godfathers 
and godmothers in my baptism, 
wherein I was made a member 
of Christ, the child of God, and 
an inheritor of the kingdom of 
Heaven. 

" Question : How many sacra- 
ments hath Christ ordained ia 
his Church? 

" Answer : Two only as gene- 
rally necessary to salvation* 
that is to say, baptism and the 
supper of the Lord. 

*' Question : What is the in- 
ward and spiritual grace ? 

** Answer: A death unto sin 
and a new birth unto righteous- 
ness, for being by nature bom 
in sin and the children ot 
wrath, we are hereby made thfe 
children of grace. 
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of th« dMtfa wfateh 
le died, and of the life which 
H« now livei. That is, the 
'death unto sin,*— oar share 
in our Lord's own ' death ottto 
Sin,'— and that is the 'new 
birth unto righteousness,'— 
our share in our Lord's own 
«lifeantoGod'(Rom vMO)— 
which are said to be given to 
OS as the inward spiritual 
grace, set forth to us by the 
outward risible sign in our 

baptism." 

Page 115.— "But the point 
now to be noticed is that the 



" QaesUon : What is required 
of persons to be baptised ? 

*' Answer: Repentance, 
whereby they forrake sin ; and 
faith, whereby they steadfastly 
believe the promises of God 
made to them in that sacra- 
ment" 

The Order of Confirmation 
(Collect preceding imposition 
of hands).— *' Almighty and 
Everlasting God, who hast 
vouchsafed to regenerate these 
Thy servants by water and the 
Holy Ghost" 



'inward spiritual grace* is not 
the effect wrought upon our- 

felves by coming to the holy sacrament, depending, therefore, 
on the spirit in which we come to it, but the Body and Blood of 
Qirist, which are graciously given to us of God, which we may, 
or may not, faithfiilly partake of, which are given to us, how- 
ever, and to all the human race, not only in the sacrament, but 
at all times, and of which, in fact, all men are everywhere 
partaking, through God's mercy, and so receiving all the life 
they have, as redeemed creatures, whether they feed upon it 
hr living fViith or not, whether they know the precious gift of 
Ck>d*8 grace or not, whether the3' heed or disregard it." 

The charge preferred is that fin tfie extracts contained in ScJiedule 
JII^ Ae writer maintaining that all men have the new birth unto 
tiahteousneM in their very birth-hour, that is to say, are regenerated 
mmen bom into the worlds as members of the great human family ; 
and, aisOf that aU men are at all times partaking of the body and 
blood of Christ, denies that the holy Sacraments are genercdly 
meeessary to salvation, and that they convey any specitd grace, and 
f farther denies that faith is the means whereby the body and blood 
of Christ is received and eaten, and that faith is necessary in order 
that Hie grace bestowed by God in sacramenis may have a wholesome 
effect and operation, and therefore impugns and contradicts the 
Catholic faith as expressed in the Articles, Sfc, cdntve set forth and 
yferred to. 



Schedule IV. 
Page 175, 261, v. 21.— "That 
the creature also itself shall be 
seifree from the bondage of cor- 
ruption, into the freedom of the 
fory of the children of God. — 
cannot shut my eyes to the 



Articles and Formularies couf 
travened in the Extract 
contained in ScJiedule IV. 
The Creed of Saint Athana- 
sius. — ''And they that Kvt« 
done good «\i»X\ ^'ti vcv\.<i ^^^8% 
evcrlostiui^ \ mv^ ^"aa^ ^^^^ 
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tnttft, which these woids ap- 
pear 80 olearly to imply, that 
than, is hope in the counsels of 
lo^nite Wisdom andLove for all; 
for all * the creature, ' for the 
whole human race, that fell in 
Adam and has been gracious- 
ly, redeemed in Christ. The 
otuldren of God, the faith- 
ful and true of all ages, all 
lands, all religions, will be re- 
Tealed, will receive their glo- 
rious freedom in the kingdom 
of their Lord. While others, 
perhaps the great mass of 
numan kind, who have been 
wilfully unfaithful, in greater 
or less degree, to the light 
vouchsafed to them, and are 
stiU willingly held in the bon- 
dage of corruption, though they 
might have asserted their free- 
dom from it, and lived as good 
men and true, with the grace 
Toochsafed to them, will receive 
their righteous judgment unto 
oondemnation, — indignation 
and wrath, tribulation and 
anguish, upon every soul of 
man that worketh out evil. 
But this chastisement, after all, 
oomes from a father's hand upon 
those who may be wilful, pro- 
digal, unruly, disobedient, but 
y^ are creatures, whom He 
Hknself has redeemed, for whom 
Christ died. Can we say with 
those words of St. Paul before 
11% that such chastisement, 
however severe, may not be 
remedial, may not be intended 
to work out the hope, under 
which the whole race has been 
subgected to vanity, which hope, 
in the Apostle's mind, is the 
justification of the eternal jus- 
tice and love, in so subjecting 
it when it had not deserved 
such a fate, nor brought it 
about of its own accord by any 



have done evil into everiastiiig 
fire." 

The Absolution or Remissioit 
of Sins.-^^' Wherefore, let us 
beseech Him to grant us true 
repentance, and His Holy 
Spirit, that those things may 
please Him which we do a* 
this present, and that the rest 
of our life hereafter may be 
pure and holy, so that at the 
last we may come to His eter^ 
naljoy, through Jesus Christ 
our Lord." 

The Catechism.— " Question : 
What desirest thou of Grod 
in this prayer ? 

" Answer : I desire my Lord 
God our Heavenly Father, who 
is the Giver of all goodness, to 
send His grace unto me and to 
all people ; and I pray unto 
God that He will keep us from 
all sin and wickedness, and 
from our ghostly enemy, and 
from everlasting death.'' 

The Order for the Burial of 
the Dead.— ''O merciful God, 
the Father of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, who is the resurrection 
and the' life, in whom whoso- 
ever believeth shall live though 
he die ; and whosoever liveth 
and believi^th in Him shall no4 
die eternally." 

A Commination. — " ^ The day 
of the Lord cometh as a thief 
in the night.* Then shall it bo 
too late to knock when the door 
shall be shut, and too late to 
cry for mercy when it is the 
time of justice. terrible 
voice of most just judgment, 
which shall be pronounced upon 
them, when it shall be said 
unto them : ^ Go, ye cursed 
into fire everlasting, which is 
prepared for the devil and his 

angels.' This if wo 

do, Christ will deliver us from. 
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mi^Hsi ito oiwn? Is there not the eune of the law, and iHat 
|(^ound from this text, as well the extreme maledictions whioli 
as others, for tmsting that, in shall light upon them thai 
Berne way unknown to us; the shall he set upon the left hand,, 
whole race shall he made to and give us the gracious hener 
dukre*this hope at last, and so diction of His Father, com- , 
lie. set free from the hondage of mandine us to take posaessioB' 
oormption, into the freedom of of His glorious kingdom." 
thftglory of the children of God? 
*^I feel it necessary tosay more 
«a this minuet There was a 

time when I thought and wrote otherwise. Some years ago, ha- 
Ika year 1853, 1 published a small volume of ' Village Sei> 
iDons.' which I dedicated to a dear and honoured friend, th* 
Bey. F. D. Maurice, and which was violently attacked, in con- 

auence of this dedication, by those who had previously as- 
ed Mr. Maurice's teaching, as containing what seemed to 
ihem erroneous statements of doctrine, and particularly^ as 
expressing agreement with Mr. Maurice's views on the subjeot 
of * eternal punishment.' I was able to show, by quotatiomi 
I my little book itself, that these charges were untrue, and 



that I had given offence partly by stating larger views of the 
vedeemin^ love of God in Christ Jesus than the reviewer of mj 
seRDons himself thought it right to hold (though views, by such 
men as Barrow and Macknight), but chiefly by expressing my cor* 
dial sympathy with Mr. Maurice in his noble and blessed 
laibonrs. In particular, I was able then to sliow that, in several 
places in those very sermons, I had distinctly spoken of eternal 
wmishment in terms directly at variance with those which my 
niend would have used, and in exact conformity with the views 
«f my reviewer. Accordingly, in the preface to the second 
•ditko of his " Theological Essays," Mr Maurice spoke of mm 
WB having proved by my sermons that I believed in the endless- 
Bess of future punidmients. I did believe in that dogma at th« 
tfane I wrote and printed those sermons,— so far as that can h* 
aallad belief which, in fact, was no more than acquiescence ia 
cimunon, I imagine, with very many of my brother clergy in the 
oidinary statements on the subject, without having ever deeply^ 
•tudied the question, probably with a shrinking dread of examining 
it and without having ever ventured formally to write or preaoh. 
a temion upon the subject, and pursue it, in thought and word, to 
•U its consequences. There are many, who, as I did myself ht 
those days, would assert the dogma as a part of their ' creed,'' 
and now and then, in a single sentence of a sermon, utter a few 
words in accordance with it, but who have never set themselvea 
down to face the question, and deliver their own souls upon it 
to their flocks, fully and unreservedly. For my own part, I 
admit, I acquiesced in it, seeing some reasons for assuming it to 
Ibe tnie, knowing that the mass of my cleric^ \>te^t^w «si9ft\!iL\ft&. 
to it with myself, and contenting myself w\^me2uxi^%!(sm.^'tft'' 
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ISnence to it, now and then, in my mlnistratioBS, withoat oaring 
te dwell delibentely upon it and considering what might bo 
•nrged against it. 

'* The eontrorersj which arose about Mr. Maurice's essays 
and my own little Tolume of sermou brought the whole sub* 
jeet closely before me. And for the last seven years I have 
«ar(>AilIy studied it, with an earnest desire to know the truth of 
God upon the matter, and with an humble prayer for the guid- 
ance and teaching of His Holy Spirit in the search for it. I 
now declare that 1 can no longer maintain or giye utterance 
to the doctrine of the endlessness of * fhture punishments,' — 
that I dare not dogmatize at all on the matter — that I can 
only lay my hand upon my mouth, and leave it in the hands 
of the Righteous and Merciful JuHge. But I see that the word 
' eternal * does not mean * endless. * And for such reasons as 
the following I entertain the 'hidden hope' that there are 
'remedial processes, when this life is ended, of which at 

5 resent we know nothing, but which the Lord the Kighteous 
udge will administer, as He in His wisdom shall see to be 

Igood." 

Page 186. — ^*' Seeing, then, that we can recognize, even 
for some of those who in the main are good and true, a 
possibility, rather a probability, and even a necessitj^ of 
* stripes,' and a presumption, almost amounting to certainty, 
t>f growth and progress, an upward, onward tendency in the 
•state .of spiritual being in the world to come, we m*ay rea- 
sonably recognize something of the same kind as possible in the 
ease of all, of the whole human race, who (as St. Paul says in 
the text before us) ^ shall one day be delivered from the 
bondage of corruption into the freedom of the glory of the 
children of God. ' He who has been pleased to subject them 
to their present state has * subjected them in hope ' of this. 
Stripes more or less, according to the judgment of the All- 
knowing and All-righteous, may be, and doubtless will be 
Appointed in His wisdom and mercy, for those who need them ; 
' indignation and wrath, tribulation and anguish, * must be the 
portion — our own hearts plainly tell us this, as well as the 
"Bible— of every one who * keepeth back the truth in un- 
righteousness, ' of every one who *worketh out evil.* We 
bow to this rule as holy and righteous; we glorify (Jod for it; 
we rejoice, even while self-condemned ourselves, at the very 
idea of such a judgment as this. But, that utter, unspeakable 
misery should be the portion, for endless ages, for ever and 
ever, alike of all, who are not admitted at first into the realms 
of infinite joy — that there shall be no hope, in the horrible 
outer darkness, for the ignorant young child of some wretched 
outcast, who has been noted by the teachers of the ragged or 
ihe Sunday School as having contracted some evil habit, it. 
4Day be, of lying, stealing, swearing, or indecency, any 
more than for the sensual libertine, who has spent a long 
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lift in irratifjring his lastly uid hM been the meana of that. 
ofaUd, and othen. like it, being born in guilt and shame, and 
nursed in profligacy, oar hearts, taught as they are by God'a^ 
Spirit, instinctivelv' reyolt at such a dogma as a blasphemy 
Qpon the name ana character of the High and Holy One, and 
- of g * 



to believe it, though a thousand texts .of Scriptura 
ahmild be produced which may seem at first sight 
toassertit." 

Page 193.-—** How is it possible that th<> jud^nnent 
in one case should be more tolerable than in the 
other, if in both the same ingredient is found which isth# 
rety essence of the woe of hell, as popularly understood 
namely, the. horror of helpless, hopeless misery in utter, dark,, 
despair, shut out for endless ages, from any possibility of ever 
aaemg again one single ray of the light of God's mercy ? And 
what right have we poor, wretched, ignorant creatures of the 
dnst thus to limit the mercies of our God, to bind Him down to 
ear narrow notions, and positive interpretations of one or two 
passages of Scripture, when yet the whole tenor of the Sacred 
Book, and other separate passages, and our human hearts also, 
wiUi their best and strongest utterances are manifestly teaching 
US a different lesson? If, indeed, the 'eternal fire* be the 
ever-burning wrath of a Holy Being against all sin, that ifl^. 
against all wilful evil, so long as that evil continues Ut exist. It 
la eonceivable that they who sinned against their better light 
and knowledge in Sudom and Gomorrha, and they th it have 
similarly sinned under the Gospel, may alike be subje 'ted to 
the vengeance of that fire ; and that, on those who had more 
light given them than others, and have most abused it, the 
judgments will be sorer and more permanent." 

Page 280 (note on 26*2). — ''There will he perish everlastingly 
—and will lie pe ishing, until that Father sees the work m 
done. In the cold and gloom of night he will lie, in the outer 
darkness, shut out from home, and the place where God's 
bHghter glory shines, while the faithful ones are admitted 
wi£in, and the children look upon their Father's face, and re~ 
joice in His love ; or to use the other figure, he will pass into 
that ^eternal fire,' which is ever burning to destroy all evU 
things in God's kingdoji. And there, too, will he lie till God 
sees that the work is done, the wood, and hay, and stubble con- 
anmed, the filth purged away and the pure gold left, or silver, or 
precious stone, which even in the heart of that sinful child the 
father's eye can see. 

** I do not assert that this is what was meant by the writer of 
the creed ; for it bears the stamp, as I have said, of a harsh and 
^temperate age, when men were too ready to consign each 
Other to eudless perdition." 

The charge preferred is that^ in the ixtracU contained \u ^cK«3mU. 
JV^ Ms vnUer mamtai/iiny that he cannot ani; longer twalntoxiv on- 
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tgjiee tttteranee to the doctrine^ of 0ie endlessness ofJiUwe ptmisk- 
:,MlhtSj nlAiugns and eohtradiets the Cit^olie faiA as 'sa^ressedin 
ike Articles, ^c, a&ove set/brth and referred to. 



Schedule V. 
jExtractsfrom*^ 7'he Pentateuch 
and JBook of Joshua criti' 
caUy examined^ 
Page 152. 184.—" Let us 
jnther teach them to look for 
the sign of God's Spirit^ speak • 
ing to them in the Bible, in 
that of which their own hearts 
alone can be the judges, of 
which the heart of the simple 
child can judge as well as — 
often, alas ! better than — that 
of the self-willed philosopher, 
eritic, or sage, —in that which 
•peaks to the witness for God 
within them, to which alone, 
under God Himself, whose 
iroice it utters in the secrets of 
Bis inner being, each man is, 
ultimately responsible, — to the 
.reason and conscience. Let us 
iid them look for it in that with- 
in the Bible, which tells them 
of what is pure and good, holy 
and loving, faithful and true, 
which speaks from God's Spirit 
dircctlv to their spirits, though 
alothed with the outward form 
of a law, or parable, or proverb, 
or narrative,— in that which 
they will feel and know in 
fliemselves to be righteous and 
azcellent, however they may 
perversely choose the base and 
^vil, — ^in that, which makesthe 
Uving man leap up, as it were, 
in the strength of sure connc- 
iion which no arguments could 
liring, no dogmas of church or 
eouDcil enfoice, saying, as the 
Scripture words are uttered, 
which answer to the voice of 
truth within, ^ These words 
■•mte God's,'-— not the flesh, the 
-outward matterf the mere 



Articles and Formvhries con- 
truvened in the JBxtracts 
contained in Schedule Y. 
Article vi. 

Article xvii. — "Furthermore, 
we must receive God's promises 
in such wise as they be gene- 
rally set forth to us in Holy 
Scripture, and in our doings 
that will of God is to be follow- 
ed, which we have expressly 
declared unto us in the Word 
of God." 

Article xx.— • . , . . " To 
ordain anything that is con- 
trary to God's Word written, 
neither may it so expound one 
place of Scripture, that it be 
repugnant to another.'* 

Article xxii, — 

"Grounded upon no warrants of 
Scripture, but rather repug- 
nant to the Word of God." 

Article xxiv. — " It is a thing 
plainly repugnant to the Word 
of God." 

Article xxxiv. — " So that 
nothing be ordained against 
God's Word.'* 

Preface to the Book of Com- 
mon Prayer; Concerning the 
Service of the Church.— ** For 
they so ordered the matter, 
that all the whole Bible (or 
the greatest part thereof) 
should be read over once every 
year ; intending thereby, that 
the clergy, and especially such 
as were ministers in the con- 
gregation, should (by often 
reading and meditation in 
God*s Word) be stirred up to 
godliness themselves, and be 
more able to exhort others by 
wholesome doctrine, and to 
conftite them that were ftdver- 
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«>, but the inward core and 
^muaa^g of tliem^-ffor they 
'«Be spirit, thev are life." 

Page 883. 513.—" The Bible 
la not itself * God's \w)rd/ 
-Imt assuredly * God's word* 
•viU be heard in the Bible, by 
ftt who will humbly and 
4tfraat\y listen for it." 
2iPage 13,14.—" Andthat truth 
in the present instance, as I 
haye said, is this, that the 
Bentateuch, as a whole, was 
'M written by Moses, and that 
wiHi respect to some, at least, 
€lf the chief portions of the 
irtory, it cannot be regarded as 
historically true. It does not 
<m that account cease to * con- 
i/ian the true word of God,' to 
enjoin things necessary for 
■dyation, to be profitable for 
^^trine, reproof, correction. 
Instruction in righteousness. 
It still remains an integral 
portion of that Book, which, 
whatever intermixture it may 
show of human elements,— of 
«rror, infirmity, passion, and ig- 
norance, has yet, through God^s 
providence, and the special 
working of His Spirit on the 
minds of its writers, been the 
neans of reyealing to us His 
ime name, the name of the 
only living and true God, and 
bai long been, and, as far as 
we know, will never cease to 
bis the mightiest instrument in 
tile hand of the Divine Teacher 
fft» awakening in our minds 
just conceptions of His charac- 
itr, and of His gracious and 
BMreiful dealings with the 
children of men. Only we 
must not attempt to' put into 
Am Bible what we think 
<Nlg>ht to be there: we 
I not indulge that * forward 
flmil^,' as Bishop 



saries to the trjith; and, 
further, thi^f the people rtjy 
daily hearing of Holy Scrip- 
ture read in the churcn) 
might continually profit more 
and more in the'knowledge of 
God, and be the more inflonied 
with the love of his true reli- 
gion. 

"But thesemany years passed, 
this godly and decent order of 
the ancient fathers hath been 
so altered, broken, and neg- 
lected, by planting in uncer- 
tain stories and legends. . . 
It is more profitable, because 
here are left out many things, 
whereof some are untrue, some 
uncertain, some vain and 
superstitious; and nothing is 
ordained to be read, but the 
very pure word of God, the 
Holy Scriptures, or that which 
is agreeable to the same." 

Exhortation of the beginning 
of Morning and Evenings 
Prayer. — " When we assemble 
and meet together to render 
thanks for the great benefits 
that we have received at His 
hands, to set forth His most 
worthy praise, to hear His most 
holy Word." 

Tlie Nicene Creed.—" And 1 
believe in the Holy Ghost. . 
. . Who spake by the pro- 
phets." 

The Ordering of Deacons. — 
" The Bishop : Do .you un- 
feignedly believe all the cano- 
nical Scriptures of the Old and 
New Testament? 

"Answer : 1 do believe them;** 

The Ordering of Priests.— 
" Then the Bishop shall deliver 
to every one of them kneeling 
the Bible into his hand, sayings 
* Take thou authority to prea^ 
the Word oiQc<A?^^ 
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Bqtler styles the ** hnaginatum^' uid Uj it down for certain 
Mbrehmd that God could onlj reveal himself to us by raeaii» 
of an infallible book. We must be content to take the Bible •§. 
it is, and draw from it those lessons which it really contains. 

Preface to Part I, page xii.— " For myself, if I cannot find the 
means of doing away with my present diflSculties, I see not how I 
eao retain my episcopal office, in the discharge of which I must 
require fiom others a solemn declaration, that they *■ unfeini* 
ediy believe all the Canonical Scriptures of the Old and aew 
Testament,* which, with the evidence now before me, it If 
impossible wholly to believe in." 

The charge preferred it that^ in the extracts contained in Schedule 
ft ^ writer maintaining that the Holy Scriptures contain the 
word of Cod, Imtare not the word of Godj impugns and contra^ 
diets the Catholic faith as expressed in the Articles^ Sfc, above set 
forth and referred to. 



Schedule VI. 
Extracts from " The PentaUtuh 
and' Book of Joshua criti- 
cally examined,''^ 
Page 152, part of Section 
188. — ** In view of this change, 
which I believe is near at hand, 
and in order to avert the shock 
which our children's faith must 
otherw^e experience, when 
they find, as they certainly 
will before long, that the Bible 
can no longer be regarded as 
infallibly true in matter? of 
common history,— as we value 
their reverence and love 
for the sacred book, let us 
teach them at once to know 
that th'y are not to look for 
the inspiration of the Holy 
One, which breathes through 
its pages, in respect of any 
such matters as these, which 
the writers wrote as men, 
with the same liability to 
error from any cause as other 
men, and where they must be 
judf>ed as men, as all other 
writers would be, by the just 
laws of criticism." 

Page 186. 224.— "We must 
next endeavour to arrive at 



Articles and Formularies con* 

' travened in the Extracts 
contained in Schedule YI. 

The Nicene Creed.— "And I 
believe in the Holy Ghost, 

who spake by the 

prophets." 

Article vi. 

Article vii. 

Article xvii. — ** Further* 
more, we must receive Grod'a 
promises in such wise, as they be 
generally set forth to us in Holy 
Scripture; and in our doings 
that will of God is to be fol- 
lowed which we have expressly 
declared unto us in the Woid 
of God" 

Article xx.— . . . "To 
ordain anything that is con« 
trary to God's Word written, 
neither may it so expound one 
place of Scripture that it be 
repugnant to another." 

Article xxii. — .... 
" Grounded upon no warrants of 
Scripture, but rather repug- 
nant to the NN ord of God." 

1 he Ordering of Priests. — • 
** Then the Bishop shall deliver 
to every one of them kneeling, 
the Bible into his hand, sayiog^ i 
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relraref aotoi, from an ^Taket&onautboritytopiMeb 
eMBdnation of the books of the Word of God.*" 
tlio P«ntateu<di themselves^ as The Consecration of Bishops. 
tO'the time -vrhen, the personsby — " The Archbishops : Are yoa 
' ' ' " ' dif* 



and the circumstances ready, with all ntithiiil dili- 
under which, they were most gence, to banish and drive 
|ONibably written. And, in away all erroneous and strange 
yutsuing our investigation we doctrine contrary to God*a 
Meed not be restrained by any Word ; and both privately and 
ftar of trespassing upon divine openly to call upon and en- 
«ad holy ground. I'he writers courage others to the same ? 
of these books, whatever pious ** Answer : I am ready, the 
Intentions they may have had liord being my helper." 
fai' composing them, cannot now 
he regarded as having been 

Uttder such constant tn/*a//u2&/e supernatural guidance as the 
ordinary doctrine of Scripture inspiration supposes. We are at 
•liberty, therefore, to draw such inferences from the matter 
irhich lies before us, and to make such conjectures, as we should 
be readily allowed to do in a critical examination of any other 
ancient writings. 

Page 382, part of Section 511. — "In this way, I repeat, the 
Bible becomes to us a human book, in which the thoughts of 
other hearts are opened to us, of men who lived in the agee 
long ago, and in circumstances so different from ours." 

Page 8h2, part of Section 612. — *' We mubt not blindly shut our 
eyes to the real history of the composition of this book, to the 
legendary character of its earlier portions, to the manifest con> 
tradictions and impossibilities which rise up at once in every 
imrt of the story of the Exodus, if we persist in maintaining that 
It is a simple record of historical facts. We must regard it, 
then, as the work of men, of fellow-men like ourselves, fight- 
ing the same good fight on the side of God and His truth, against 
all manner of falsehood and evil, though fighting in their own 
primitive way, and without the light of that Christian teaching 
which shines upon our warfare of to-day, and makes many 
•things plain and clear to our eyes which to them were stiU 
dark and uncertain." 513.—'* but then, on the other hand, we 
must study the Bible with the heart as well as with the mind. 
The Bible is not itself *■ God's word,' but assuredly * God*^ 
word * will be heard in the Bible by all who will humbly and 
devoutly listen for it. Undoubtedly, it is a fact which can 
never be lost sight of by thoughtful men, that the Jewish 
nation has been singled out, by th^ express will of God, front 
all other nations for this great end, to be the instrument by 
which His more clear and fall revelations of Himself 
Aouid be in the earliest days conveyed to mankind, and 
tbiis be the special messenger of His grace and sQQdsi«e& \cy^d\^ 
tiieends of the earth. As the Grecka Vi«ve \»eQii. cnd^arvie^'^T 
«k» 'B^itbAr of X4giit' with. those 8p«c\9^ i^Vte Nxk aic^ %b^ 

c 
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«ci«ice and literature which haye made the works of their great 
masters in all ages the models for the imitatioa of maiikind,<-* 
as the Roman has been distiuguished in matters of law and 
gOTemment, and other nations have had their own peculiar 
endowments for the common welfare of the race ; so, toOy^haa 
the Hebrew mind had its own special gift from God.'* 
: Page 380, section 508. — ^' But some one, perhaps, may now say, 
'Do you then take fh>m us God's word— the Bible?' — £ must 
reply a^ain, *■ Whatever is done it is not I, but the truth itself 
which does it.* If the arguments which I have advanced are 
not really founded upon truth let them be set aside and tiirown 
to the winds ; but it they are, we dare not, as servants of God» 
do this ; we are bound to hear and to obey the truth. It may 
be then — rather it is, as I believe, undoubtedly— the fact, that 
God Himself, by the power of the truth, wiU take from us in 
tiiis age the Bible as an idol which we have set up against His 
will, to bow down to it, and worship it But, while He takes it 
away thus with the one hand, does He not also restore it to ut 
with the other,— not to be put into the place of God and served 
with idolatrous worship, but to be reverenced as a book — ^the 
best of books — the work of living men like ourselves,— of men, 
I mean, in whose hearts the same human thoughts were stirring, 
the same hopes and fears were dwelling, the same gracious Spirit 
was operating, three thousand years ago, as now ?" 

Page 9, part of Section 9. — ** I then clung to the notion that 
the main substance of the narrative was historically true ; 
and 1 relieved this difficulty and my own for the present by 
telling him that I supposed that such words as these were writ> 
ten down by Moses and believed by him to have been divinely 
given to him, because the thought of them arose in his heart, as 
he conceived, by the inspiration of God, and that hence to all 
such laws he prefixed the formula, * Jehovah said unto Moses,* 
without it being on that account necespary for us to suppose 
that they were actually spoken by the Almighty." 

Page 351, Section 466. — *^ It is conceivable that the recollec- 
tions of that terrible march may have left indelible traces on 
the minds of the people, and may have been exaggerated, as is 
the case with legends generally, while circulated in their talk, 
and passed on by word of mouth from sire to son in the inter- 
Tening age. In this way natural facts may have been magni- 
fied into prodigies, and a few thousands multiplied into two 
millions of people. It is quite possible that the passage of the 
Bed Sea, the manna, the quails, and other miracles may thus 
ha/e had a real historical foundation, as will be shown more 
Idlly in our critical review olT the different books of the Penta- 
-teuch. And Samuel may have desired to collect these legends 
and make them the basis of a narrative, by which, he being 
dead, might yet speak to them with aprophet's voice, and while 
v<jected by them himself as a ruler, might yet be able 
p/MoticaXlf %o help forward thehr dvil and religioBS 
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welftve noder kingly gorenime^l, and more especially under 
the rule of his nvourite, DaTid, whose deep religions 
fteling accorded with his own sentiments so much more 
Aillythui the impetuous, arbitrary character of Saul. His 
annual journeys of assize, when * he went from year to year 
on drcuit to Bethel, and Giigal, and Mizpeh, and judged Israel 
in all those places * (1 ^^am. vii. IG), would have given him good 
opportunities forgathering such stories, as well as for knowing 
taoroughly the different parts an 1 places of the country to whiiih 
such legends were attached. He may have spent a great deal of 
bis life, especially the latter part of it since, Saul came, to the 
throne and he was himself relieved from the cares of govern- 
ment, in the elaboration of such a work as this, filling up from 
his own mind, we may conceive, the blanks left in such legen- 
dary accounts, and certainlv imparting to them their high 
religious tone and spiritual character." 

Page 368, Section 486. — ** The preceding investigations have 
Jed us to the conclusion that the Pentateuch most probably 
originated in a noble effort of one illustrious man, in an early 
age of the Hebrew history, to train his people in the fear and 
futh of the Living God. For this purpose he ap icars to have 
adopted the form of a history, based upon the floating legend; 
and traditions of the time, filling up the narrative, we may 
believe, — ^perhaps to a large extent, — out of his own imagination, 
where those traditions failed him. In a yet later day, though 
skill, probably, in the same age, and within the same circle of 
writers, the work thus begun, which was, perhaps, left in a very 
unfinished state, was taken up, as we suppose, and carried on 
{n a similar spirit by other prophetical or priestly writers. 
To Samuel, however, we ascribe the I^lohistic story, which 
forms the groundwork of the whole, though comprising, as we 
aball show hereafter, but a small portion of the present Penta- 
teudiand Book of Joshua,— in fact, little besides about t alf of 
the book of Genesis, and a small part of Exodus." Section 486. — 
** But in order to realize to ourselves, in some measure, the 
nature of such a work as that which we here ascribe to Samuel, 
we may imagine such a man as Asser, in the time of King Alfred, 
Siting down to write an accurate account of events which htwl 
happened four centuries before, when different tribes of Saxons, 
under Hengist and Horsa, and other famous leaders— the old 
Saxons, Angles, Jutes, &c., all kindred tribes— came over the 
•east different times, in larger or smaller bodies, and took 
possession of the land of Britain. Yet SamueFs sources of infor- 
matiou for the composition of such a history must have been 
far less complete than those which the Anglo-Saxon author 
would have nad before him, when writing was so common, and, 
midway between the times of Hengist and AlAred, Venerable 
Bede had composed his history. The Saxon chrou\^V«;T^ \mss«- 
eTef» has no difiiculty in filling up a genea\og;v, axi^ lTa.c^% '^ 
lligt of AlfM, tbiougb Odin and l^s progtrnXoxB^ Xo ^^^^wv%» 

c *1 
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^^rlio was the son (»f Seeaif^ who wm the nion of Noah ; he hhu < 
l|>toa in Noah's Ark ! — Angh-Saxon Chronic^ Bohn*8 edltioOi 
pa^e 850." 

Page 874, Section 498.—" It is true that the Elohist has 8«t 
the example of introducing in his narrative the Divine Being 
Himself, as conversing with their forefathers, and imparting laws 
to Moses, — though not, indeed, the minute directions of the 
ceremonial laws in Leviticus and Numhers, for these, we shall 
find, are all due to later writers. But, in this respect, he has 
oAly acted in conformity with the spirit of his age, and 
of his people, which recognized, in their common fftms 
of language, a direct Divine interference with the affairs of 
men. The case, indeed, would have hern different, if the 
writer had stated that these Divine communications hsul hefen 
made to himself, that God had spoken to him in his own 
person, instead of to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, and had 
revealed laws to him, instead of to Moses. It would have 
been different, also, if he had claimed for all he wrote Divine In- 
fallibility, — if he had professed to have received these early re- 
cords of the race by special inspiration, so that every part of the 
story which he recorded must be received with unquestioning 
fiJth as certainly true." Section 499. — "But there is not 
the slightest reason to suppose that the first writer of the story 
in the Pentateuch ever professed to be recording infallible- 
truth, or even actual historical truth. He wrote certainly a 
narrative. But what indications arc there that he published 
it at larf*e, even to the people of his time, as a record of 
matter-of-fact, veracious history? Why may not Samuel, like 
any other head of an institution, have composed this narrative 
for the instruction and improvement of his pupils, from which 
it would gradually find its way, no doubt, moie or less freely, 
among the people at large, without ever pretending that it was 
any other than an historical experiment, an attempt to give 
them some account of the early annals of their tribes 7 la 
later days, it is true, this ancient work of Samuel's came to be 
regarded as infallibly Divine. But was it so regarded in the 
writer's days, or in the ages immediately following?" 

Page 262, part of Section 3.J9. — '* Is it not possible, then, that 
the name Jehovah may have been first employed by Samuel, in 
order to mark more distinctly the difference between the Elohim 
of the Hebrews and the Elohim of the nations round them, and 
make it more difficult for them to fall away to the practice of 
idolatry?" Section 340. — "Certainly, it would be much 
more easy and natural t > suppose, if that were not contradicted 
by the actual evidence in the case before us, that Samuel, or 
whoever else composed the Elohistic document, found the name 
already in use among his people, and with some legendary 
traditions attached to it, as to the way in which it was first 
mBde known to them by Moses during their march through the 
^^*<iemesa. Hit Tfere right to wish any twioh faot of ^umksrjf 
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iorbe other than it really if, one would rather desire sack i^ 
^qjlvtion of the present (u^eulty, and gladly embrace it B«t 
afimand honest adheren^^e to the plain results of critieal 
inquirer, as set forth in the following chapters, will not allow of 
<Hir making this supposition. They seem to compel us to the 
oenclusioQ that the name was quite new to the Hebrew people 
ia- the days of Samuel; and, if so, we can scarcely avoid tiM 
lafeience that he himself must have first introduced it." 

Page 389, part of Section 446.—" My own conviction, hoir- 
•eu^paTf from the accumulated evidence of various kinds before 
Hi, is that Samuel was the first to form and introduce the namie, 
perhaps in imitation of some Egyptian name of the Deity whiM^ 
r have reached his ears." 



me charge preferred is that, in the extracts contained in Scfiednk 
VI, the Hofy Scriptures are spoken of and tieated as a merdv 
lnuman book, not inspired hy God the Holy Spirit^ or inspired mify 
M sueh a manner as other books may be inspinrd, and that so to 

rk and treat of the Holy Scriptures is to impugn and contradict 
Catholic faith as expressed in the Articles^ ^c , above set fia4h 
rnnd referred to. 



ScheduU VII. 
JEsftraetsfrom " The Fentateuch 
and Book of Joshua, criti- 
■eaUy examined,*' 
A. 
Page xvii, Preface to Part I. — 
''Being naturally unwilling, in 
my present position as a 
J^shop of the Church, to com- 
mit myself even to a friend on 
so grave a sul^ject, if it could 
jMMsihIy be avoided, I deter- 
mined to detain my letter 
when written, for a time, to 
ese what effect further study 
and consideration would have 
«pon my views. At the end 
«f that time, — in a great mea- 
cnre by my being made more 
f|il)y aware of the utter help- 
lessness of Kurtz Hengsten- 
berg, in their endeavours to 
■Beet the difficulties which are 
niied by a closer study of the 
Beatateueh,— I became so con- 
vinced of the unhistorical * 



Articles and Formularies con- 
travened in the Jb'xt rapU 
contained in Schedule vlif 

Article vi. 

Article vii. 

Article xx. 

The Orderini? of Deacons^— 
"The Bishop. — Do you un- 
feignedly believe all the canon- 
ical Scriptures of the Old and 
New Testament ? 

"A nswer.— I do believe them.** 

The Ministration of Public 
Baptism. — (First Prayer)* — 
"Almif^htyand EvcrlastingUod, 
who of Thy great merry didst 
save Noah and his family in 
the Ark from perishing by wra- 
ter ; and also didst safely lead 
the children of Israel, thy peo- 
ple, through the Bed Sea, 
figuring thereby thy holy bap- 
tism." 

Prayer for Fair Weather.— 
"O Almighty Lord God, who for 
•the sin of man didst once drown 



• Page xviii, note to Preface, Part L— **1 \iaKi 1\\^ fiT.\ft«B6«iv 
•imhistorical,' or, *not historically true lYoou^o^aX, T«JOo«st 



e&ftrscter of rery oonrideni- 
ble portions of the Motaic 
narrative^ that I decided not to 
forward my letter at alL I 
did not now need* counsel or 
assistance to relieve my own 
personal doubts ; in fact, I had 
no longer any doubts ; my 
former misgivings had been 
changed to certainties. The 
matter was become much more 
serious. I saw that it con- 
cerned the whole Church, — 
not myself, and few more only, 
whose minds might have been 
disturbed bpr making too much 
of minor difficulties and con- 
tradictions, the force of which 
might be less felt by others. 
It was clear to me that difficul- 
ties such as those that are set 
forth in the first part of this 
book would be felt and reali- 
sed in their inll force by most 
intelligent Englishmen, whe- 
ther of the clergy or laity, 
who should once have had 
ihem clearly brought before 
their eyes, and have allowed 
their minds to rest upon them. 
I considered, therefore, that I 
had not a right to ask of my 
lUend privately beforehand a 
reply to my objections, with 
respect to which, as a Divinity 
Professor, he might, perhaps, 
ere long be required to express 
his opinion in his public capa- 
city. 

*^is conviction which I have 
arrived at, of the certainty of 



all the world, except eight 
persons, and afterwards of Thy 
great mercy didst promiM ne- 
ver to destroy it ao again.** 

Prayer in the time of any 
Common Plague or Sickness. — 
*'0 Almighty God, who in thy 
wrath didst send a plague 
upon thine own people in the 
wilderness, for their obstinate 
rebellion against Moses and 
Aaron." 

The Order of the Adminis- 
tration of the Lord's Supper or 
Holy Communion. — *• Then 
shall the Priest, turning to the 
people, rehearse all we ten 
commandments.'' 

" Minister : God spake these 
words, and said i am the 
Lord thv God. Thou shalt have 
none other Gods but me.*' 

Catechism. — ** Question: 
Which be they? 

*' Answer: The same which 
God spoke in the twentieth 
chapter of Exodus, saying, I 
am the Lord thy God, who 
brought thee out of the land 
of Egypt, out of the house of 
bondage." 

The Order of the Adminis- 
tration of the Lord's Supper or 
Hoi}' Communion.—" Exn<Mrta- 
tion for giving warning for the 
celebration of the Holy Com- 
munion. 

•• Therefore if any of you be 
a blasphemer of God, an hin- 
derer or slanderer of His word 
repent you 



than/ fictitious,' since the wiord * fiction 'is frequently under- 
etood to imply a conscious dishonesty on the part of the writer, 
an intention to deceive ; yet in writmg the story of the Exodus 
ftom the ancient legends of his people, the Scripture writer 
may have had no more consciousness of doing wrong or of 
pnustising historical deception than Homer had, or any of fcbe 
emrly Bomaa annaliftK 
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Hm grcmnd wkieh the mmin of your sins, or else eome not * 

argument of mybook rests(yis^ to that holy table." 

life proof that the account 

of the Exodus, whaterer value it may have, is not historic 

cally true), must be my excuse to the reader for the manner in 

which I have conducted the inquinr. 

Page XX, Preface to Part 1.—** If my conclusions, indeed, were 
OBly speculations, if they were only matters of higher or lower 
probability, I feel that 1 should have no right to express them 
at all in this way, and thus, it may be, disturb painfully the 
Ihtth of many. But the main result of my examination of the 
Pentateuch, — namely, that the narrative, whatever may be its 
'value and meaning, cannot be regarded as historically true, — 
is net— unless I greatly deceive myself— a doubtful matter of 
speculation at all ; it is a simple question of facts.** 

Page 8, part of Section 7 — " The result of my inquiry is this, 
that I have arrived at the conviction — as painful to myself at 
first, as it may be to my reader, though painful now no longer, 
under the clear shiningof the light of truth — that the Pentateuch, 
as a ^ole, cannot possibly have been written by Moses, or by 
any one acquainted personally with the facts which it pro- 
fiBSses to describe, and, further, that the (so-called) Mosaic 
narrative, by whomsoever written, and though imparting to us, 
as I fhlly believe it does, revelations of the Divme vrill and 
character, cannot be regarded as historically true.'* 

Page 10, part of Section 9.—*' This was, however, a very great 
strain upon the cord which bound me to tlie ordinary belief in 
the historical veracity of the Pentateuch; and since then that cord 
has snapped in tkain altogether.*' Section 10.—'^ But I wish to 
repeat here most distinctly that my reason for no longer 
receiving the Pentateuch as historically true, is not that I find 
insuperable difficulties with regard to the miracles or supema- 
innu revelations of Almighty God recorded in it, but solely 
tluit I cannot, as a true man, consent any longer to shut my 
«yes to the absolute, palpable self-contradictions of the 
narrative.** 

Page 11, part of Section ll.-— ^^For the conviction of the un- 
historical character of the (so-called) Mosaic narrative seems 
to be forced upon us by the consideration of the many absolute 
impossibilities involved in it, when treated as relating to simple 
SMttersoffact'* 

Page 348, Section 462.—" Thus, then, even if it were con- 
odvable that Moses should have written a story about matters 
in which he was personally concerned, involving such contra- 
dictions, exaggerations, and impossibilities, as we have already 
had before us, yet the fact above noticed would alone be 
dedsive against such a supposition. The great bodv of the 
Pentateuch, and all the other historical books which follovr ^ 
•auld not have been compiled until the name i«\iv««i2^ ^«a V^ 
\ popular use, and that was Ao\ unX!^ «^«t^ ^ ^^ 



portions of the .Pentiijteiioh» which appear to have been oeoi-* 
posed when the name Jehovah was not in common use, ■ and 
with tbb Tery purpose «£ oomme&cyng it to popular acceptar^ 
tion^-must have been written during, or shortly bdbre, th# 
earliest part of David's life, when that word was ooij- 
•eeamoaally employed by him. lienoe we may, with very 
good reason, abide by our supposition that they w^re written 
ipery.poobably by the hand, or, at least, under the direotio% 
and eertaiQly in the time of SamueL" 

Page 371, part of Section 491.--'^ And to such as these I rep]^., 
It is not I who require you to abandon the ordinary notion ok 
the Mosaic authorship and aatiquity of the Pentateuch. It it 
the truth itself js^hich does so." 

Page xviii, Preface to Part 11.-^*' Now let us consider w1m4 
this leads to. Let us suppose a clergyman to begin to ^ inquire,' 
having a difficulty about the Deluge put before him bj^ 
flcmie intelligent layman of his flock. If be does this, he 
will assuredly soon learn that the results of geological 
science absolutely forbid the possibility of our believing 
in an universal deluge, such as the Bible mauifestly speaks 
o£ He will find, dso, tiiat mathematical and physical 
science, as well as the plain texts of Scripture, equally forbid 
our believing in a partial deluge, such as some have supposed* 
since that involves an univeraal flood. Rather, without any 
appeal to science at all, if only he allow himself to think 
upon the subject, and to realize to his own mind the necessary 
eonditions of the supposed event, he will need only a common 
practical judgment to convince him that the stbry which is told 
in the book of Genesis is utterly incredible." 

Page XX, Preface to Part II.—" On all the above grounds, 
then, and for many other similar reasons, which the leas^ 
acquaintance with scientific fiicts, or common sense itself, will 
soon suggest to him, if he once begins to ^ inquire,' it is extremely 
probable that any such clergyman must needs come very sooa 
to doubt, and before long to disbelieve, the truth of thft 
Scripture account of the Deluge/' 

Page 169, part of Section201.— " We shall seethe dWer iM* 
possibility of receiving any longer this story of the Exodus 9/9 
Mterally and historically true, whatever real facts may lie «t 
the basis of the narrative. The one only cause, indeed, for 
astonishment is this— not that a Bishop of the .Church of 
£ngland should now be stating that impossibility — but that tl 
should be stated now, by a Bishop of the Church, as far as I am 
aware, for the first time ; that such a belief should have been so 
long acquiesced in by multitudes, both of the clergy and tha 
laity, with an unquestioning, unreasoning faith*; that up to this 
very hour, in this enlightened age of free thought, in this highly 
^viiized land, so many persons of liberal education actually 
#^J receive this story ih all its details— at least, in all ita ; 
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^iihih^' BlIhtetetlealjwittiMrftffact, iidirid8toa1!hep>«aB<milt 
4B4vof Mievingln tlM aooosot of the Bxodus, among the 
^thngs aeoMsaiy to MUyation, contained in the Bible, at 
•■i tatf a l to an ortliodoz fiuth in tiie 'frae and Living God.** 

£l|^ 262»|>art of Section 339.>-*^I«i fact, from what we hairt 
already Men of tlie uohiBtorical character, generally, of the 
accoont of the Exodus, we have no longer any reason for sup- 
poiiiig it to be necestary to believe that the name Jehovak 
Matty originated in the Way described in £. yL** 
B. 

Page 349, part of Section 463.— AnF. : '' According to oar view, 
J«rii«a was «nly « mythical or, perhaps, legendary personaM, 
mhfSB second name, compounded with Jehovah, certainly 
originated in an age earlier than that of Samuel. At all evenli, 
thMO iano evidence that this new name was popularized ; that 
it ever did obtain univeisal acceptance ; that Joshua ever was 
a weil-kxiown popular hero.'* 

C. 

Page 332; part of Section 455.— ''The stories in the Book 
of Judges are also, like the story of the £xodus, most 
Bvobably fbunded upon some real traditions; and, though 
In some places they are evidently exaggerated, and in 
•others they have assumed a legendary form, and the chronology 
tkronghoat is the de^air of the 'rec<mciling* school of theo- 
logians; yet the heroes, whose exploits are there describe^ 
aeem to have been real characters, and their names, in most 
ea ass, may be supposed to be genuine.'* 

Page 343, Section 462.—'* We conclude, then, that the ' Song 
of Deborah' was written after Psalm Ixviii, that is, after the 
iBiddle part of David's life, perhaps towards the close of it, two 
or three centuries after the time of Barak and Deborah, by a 
wviter who, except in the free use of the word Jehovah, has 
-WKidaced an admirable imitation of an ancient song, a 'Lay of 
indent Israel,' and thrown himself thoroughly into the spixii 
of the age which he describes." 
D. 

Page 1 96, Section 236.— '' For our present purpose, however, it 
it sufficient to observe, as above noted (235), that the author -of 
tiie Book of Chronicles must have been, to all appearance, O 
Pkiest or Levite, who wrote about B.C. 400, nearly two hundred 
•yoota. after the Captivity, B.C. 588, and six hundred and fifty 
yoors'after David came to the throne, B.C. 1055. 

'*This must be borne in mind when we come to conrider tiie 
peonliarities of this book, and the points in which the narratiie 
oifiiNrs from, and often contradicts, the facts recorded in the 
Book of Samuel and Kings. We have already had occasion to 
point out some of its inaccuracies, and we shall see, as we pro- 
ceed, further reason for believing that the chronicler's state- 
ments, when not supported by other evldeQOe« as«UQ)\> ^^Na 
d^Mttedon.*'. 



The charge preferred it ihtU, m the txtraeU contained m. Sehednh 
VII, the authenticity, genuimenest, and truth of certainbo^scfMoltf 
•Scripture in whole or in part are denied ; and that, hy tkU demai, 
the authority and canomcUy of these hooks in whole or in part are 
catted in question, and denied in contravention of the Cathotic faiths 
as expressed in the Articles, Sfc, above set forth and referred to* 



Schedule YIII. 
Extract from *^ The Pentateuch 
and Book of Joshua criH' 
ecUfy examined," 
Page xzxi, Preface to Parti 
(iii).— " Lastiy, itU perfectly 
consistent with the most entire 
•ad sincere belief in our Lord's 
Divinity, to hold, as many do, 
tiiat, when He vouchsafed to 
become a *Son of Man* He 
took our nature fully, and 
'Voluntarily entered into all the 
conditions of humanity, and, 
smong others, into that which 
■takes our growth in all ordi> 
mm knowledge gradual and 
Bmfted. We are expressly told, 
in Luke ii, 52, that * Jesus in- 
creased in wisdom, as well as in 
ctature.* It is not supposed 
tiiat, in His human nature. He 
was acquainted, more than any 
educated Jew of the age, witia 
the mysteries of all modem 
idence; nor, with St. Luke's 
expressions before us, can it be 
seriously maintained that, as 
an infant or young child He 
iKMsessed a knowledge, surpass- 
ing that of the most pious and 
leamed adults of His nation, 
upon the subject of the author- 
ship and age of the different 
portions of the Pentateuch. At 
what period, then, of His life 
vpon earth is it to be supposed 
that He had granted to Him, 
as the Son of Man, supematu- 

a, full and accurate infor- 
Mi on these points, so that 
lould be expected to speak 
ibout the Pentateuch in other 



Articles and Formularies eon* 
iravened in the Extracts 
contained in Schedule YIIL 

Article ii. 

Nicene Creed.— ^' And in one 
Lord Jesus Christ, the only 
begotten Son of €rod, begotten 
of His Father before all worlds,. 
God of God, Light of Light, 
Very God of Very Qod.»' 

Creed of Athanasius.— **F«r- 
thermore, it is necessary to 
everiasting salvation that he 
also believe rightly the incar- 
nation of our Lord Jesus Christ 
For the right faith is, that we 
believe and confess that our 
Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of 
God, is God and Man ; God, of 
the substance of the Father, 
begotten before the worlds; 
and Man, of the substance of 
His mother, bom in the world; 
perfect God, and perfect Man ; 
of a reasonable soul and hnmaii' 
flesh subristing; equal to the 
Father, as touching His God- 
head: and inferior to the Fa- 
ther, as touching his Manhood ; 
who, although He be God and 
Man, yet He is not two, but 
One Christ ; One, not by eon- 
version of the Godhead into 
flesh, but by taking of the 
Manhood into God ; One alto- 
gether, not by conAision of 
substance, but by unity of 
Person. For as the reasonable 
soul and flesh is one man ; so 
God and Man is One Christ" 



terms than any other devout 



Jmf^ tlnft day wwML hsve employed? Why ahonld itiw 
thoariit that fie would speak with certain Divine knowledge 
.«ii this matter, more than upon other matters of ordinary 
ieienee of history ?" 

l*he charge prfjtrred is thaU ^» tf^ extracts contained in Schedmk- 
VII, the writer maintaining that Our Blessed Lord was ignorant 
and in error upon the subject of the authorship and age of the- 
different portions of -the Pentateuch, denies the doctrine that Our 
Blessed Lord is God and Man in one person, and by this denial 
impugns and contradicts the Catholic faith, as expressed in the' 
Articles, Sfc, above set forth and referred to» 

Schedule IX.* 

Extracts from " The Pentateuch and Book of Joshua critically 
examined.^* 

Page 149, Section 178.—" And it may be that the time is near 
at hand, in the ordering of God's Providence, wheo the way 
shall be opened for a wide extension of missionary work among 
the heathen ; when that work, which now languishes, whida 
cannot make progress among them, either among the ignorant 
Zuln or the learned Hindoo, shall no longer be impeded by the- 
necessity of our laying down, at the very outset, stories like 
the^, for their reception, which they can often match out of 
their own traditions, and requiring them, upon pain of eternal 
misery, to believe in them all ^ unfeignedly ;* and when a 
missionary Bishop of the Church of England shall not be 
prevented, as I myself have been, from admitting'tothe Diaconate 
a thoroughly-competent, well-trained, able, and pious native, 
who had himself helped to translate the whole of the New 
Testament and several books of the Old, because he must be 
ffirdained by the formularies of the Church of England, and 
those re<|uire that he should not only subscribe to the Thirty- 
idne Articles, and acknowledge the Book of Common Prayer 
— ^parts of which, the nice distinctions of the Athanasi an Creed, 
for instance, cannot possibly be translated into his langn^age — 
but solemnly declare, in the presence of God and the congre^ 
gation, that he unfeignedly believes in canonical Scriptures, 
tome part of which, as the genealogies in Chronicles, and the 
Books of Esther and Daniel, as well as large portions of the 
prophecies, he had never read." 

Page XX, Preface to Part II.—'' On all the above grounds, 
then, and for many other similar reasons, which the leasl 
acquaintance with scientific facts, or common sense itself, will 
soon suggest to him, if he once begins to ^ inquire,' it is extreme^ 
ly probable that any such clergyman must needs come very 
soon to doubt, and before long to disbelieve, the truth of tk&^ 
Scripture account of the Deluge. Rather let me ask, does aqy 
intelligent clergyman at this day— anyone who has a\\»^^ 
Umselif to * think ' upon the subject as Yv« i«qq\^ ^Qd&xj&l^>^)«<^ 
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»taSy other lecorded ftici of ancient historj— really beUere in 
tlNtt Btoirj ? Do >the Bbhops and Doctors oS the English Ohuroh 
believe in it? If they do not, then do not these divintts, one 

■ and all, ' disbelieve the Church's doctrine ' on this parttcttlar 
pointy whilst yet, jn commoa with all their fellow-clergy, 
they use habitually that solemn form of address to Almighty 

■ God in the Baptismal Service, which expressly assumes the 
zeality and historical truthfulness of the story of the Noachian 
Beluge — * Almighty and everlasting God, who, of Thy greftt 
mercy, didst save Noah and his family in the ark from 
perishing by water ?' It is of no avail to say, * There was a 
deluge of some kind or other, and this is only a legendary 
reminiscence of it.' TheChurch Prayer Book does not mean this. 
When those formularies were laid down, and the clergymen 
were bound by a solemn subscription to declare their * unfeigned 
assent and consent to all things written in the Book of Common 
Prayer,* it was assuredly meant to bind them to express 
8n unfeigned belief in the story of the Deluge, as it is told in 
these chapters of Genesis, and not to some imaginary flood of 
any kind, which any one may choose at his pleasure to eubsti- 

- iute for it ; otherwise, it would be very easy to explain away in 
like manner every single statement of the Scriptures, Old and 
Hew, which we cannot believe. But the fact is that, by the 

{.present law of subscription, each clergyman is bound by 
law to believe in the historical truth of Noah's flood, as 
recorded in the Bible, which the Church believed in some 
centuries ago ; and he will be so bound, till the Legislature of 
the realm shall relax the painful obligation, and relieve him 
from the duty, to which he now stands pledged, of using a 
form of prayer which involves sucfi a statement as 
this. Are, then, all those — ^prelates as well as ordinary clergy — 
to resign at once their sacred offices because they disbelieve thei 
Church's doctrine on this point? 

" But what are they to do under these circumstances — ^those, 
I mean, who have their eyes open to the real facts of the case, 
and who cannot bear to utter what they know to be untrue in 
the face of God and the congregation ? Many, probably, will 
get rid of the difficulty, with satisfaction to their own minds in 
some way, by falling back on the notion above referred to, that 
the account in Genesis is a legendary narrative, however incor- 
rect and unhistorical, of some real matter of fact in ancient 
days. Others — though, I imagine, not many— will justify them- 
selves in still using such a form of prayer, though they know it 
to be unreal and unmeaning, by considering that they are 
acting in a merely official capadty as ministers of the National 
Church and administrators of the laws which the main body of 
the Church has approved and has not yet rescinded. 

**But what shall be said to those who cannot conscientiously 
adopt either of the above methods of relieving themselves from 

<:|he burden of the i)rcsent difficulty, and yet feel it to be impoB-^ 



sible to cootinne any lodger to use . such words in a solemn imI-' 
^eSs to the Almighty? 1 see no remedy for these bat toonM^ 
Sfieh words, to cUsobey the law of the Church on this i)Oin^ 
and take die conseq[uences of the act, should any oyer* 
zealous brother clerk or layman drag them before a courts 
and enforce a penalty in the face of an indignant^ nation. 
It is true that a soldier is bound, as a general rule, to obey 
hjls commanding officer, and a servant his master ; but ther» 
ase times when a faithful servant is bound, as he love* 
hie master and cherishes his best interests, to disobey hie 
orders. A master may, in ignorance of the real circum- 
stances of the case, or, perhaps, from want of forethought* 
or fh>m the mere infirmity of age, issue an unwise or i^juriouc 
command — one that, if carried out, would in the end be ruinou% 
and even fatal, to his own safety. He may have issued it k>B^ • 
ago, under a totally different state of thingr, for which he had 
then most wisely provided. But now, under changed circum- 
stances, such an order may be most ill-judged, and the attempt 
to enforce it irrational and suicidal. In such a case the most 
true and trusty servant would deem it right to disobey — ^would 
be bound to disobcy-^though the consequences of the aol 
might bring ruin on himself, should his master, in his blindnesi • 
or obstinacy, not appreciate his motives. On the other hand* 
it may be that the master in such a case, however angry and 
even violent at first, when he sees only the outward act of 
disobedience, and does not yet recognize the spirit of true 
faithfulness which prompted it, and the real danger from which 
he had been saved by it, will at length awake from his delusion, 
and gratefully acknowledge the righteousness and truth of the 
course of conduct which he before condemned. Just such, I 
apprehend, is the state of many of us at present with reference 
to our relations as clergy to the National Church. At the time 
when we were admitted into her ministry, we heartily believed 
what we then professed to believe, and we gave our assent and 
consent to every part of her liturgy. But we did not bind 
ourselves to believe thus always to the end of our lives. God 
forbid that it should be supposed by any that the Church of 
England had committed so great a sin, as to bind in this way, for 
all future time, the very consciences of her clergy. But we en • 
gaged in her service, it is true, upon certain conditions, in virtue 
- of which we were subject to her laws, and amenable to her courts 
in case of disobedience. If, therefore, in obedience to a higher 
law than that of the National Church. — if in obedience to the 
law of truth, which is the law of God,->if, in dearest love to our 
spiritual mother, and truest sense of duty towards her, we now 
feel it necessary to disobey, deliberately, any one of her direc- 
tions, we must be prepared, of course, for the consequences of 
such an act, which, in her present state of ignorance as to the 
zeal facts of the case, and the perilous daugeca >Rb\c&v \?cx««^mql 
bir, she msj ehoos^ to Inflict wym, xui. Ia ^kA ODdi^^^i^ >u&^rK 



we shall be justified for the very aets which mfty now be con- 
'demned. 

^ But wiU the J be condemned by the great body of intelligent 
laity? Is ndt this the way by which, in England, all laws be- 
-eome disused and practically abrogated, long before they are 
fannallyand legally annulled? At this moment, how manv 
are there of the clergy who never read the Athanasian Creed ? 
And do their Bishops compel them to do so ? Should, however, 
a prosecution be set on foot in such a case, and a clerg3rman b« 
mispended or expelled from the Church of England, because he 
eoiud not bear to approach the holy presence of God by address- 
ing Him as the Being, who of His great mercy did take Noah 
and his family in the ark from perishing by water, then may 
we sooner attain the freedom which is needed to make the 
•Church of England what it professes to be, the National Church, 
and to realize the principle which, however lost sight of and 
practicallv ignored in these days, is yet involved in the very 
siMit that her Bishops are seated in Parliament, not surely as 
the heads of a mere sect, but as the representatives of the whole 
community, in its religious capacity, and, therefore, in these 
days, of every form of earnest religions thought within tht 
•realm." 

Page xz viii. Preface to Part H. — " Let the laity answer the above 

auestions for themselves, and then ask themselves the reason of 
liis. It is not because the clergy, bound by their ordination 
vows and the fetters of subscription, either dare not think at 
all on such subjects, or, if they do, dare not express freely their 
thoughts from the pulpit, or by means of the press, without 
Incurring the awful charge of 'heresy,' and the danger of 
being dragged into the Ecclesiastical Court by some clerical 
brother who has himself no turn — perhaps no faculty — for think- 
ing, or who has else abandoned his rights and duties as a rea^ 
soning man, to become the mere exponent of a Church system 
or a creed, but who will, at least, prevent others from exercising 
their powers of thought in the inquiry after truth, and so dis- 
turbing the quiet repose of the Church. How, in fact, can it 
be expected that a clergyman should venture to * think' on these 
subjects when by so doing he is almost certain to come to doubt 
and disbelieve some portion, at least, as we have seen above, of 
the Church's doctrines ; and then he may feel bound to follow 
his own sense of duty, if it accords with the sentiments expressed 
by the Bishop of London, and abandon voluntarily the ministry 
of the Church, deprived of all share in itsduties and emoluments, 
yet burdened still with the neccssitv, according to the present state 
of the law, of dragging about Mrith him, for his whole life long, 
his clerical title and its legal disqualifications for engaging in 
<ytl(er duties of active life, for which his temper, abilities, or 
circumstances may fit him, sacrificing thus the means of liveli- 
hood for himself and his family, after work, it may be, for many 
long yaars well done, and with strength still, and a hearty win, 
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to do more in the Church's service, if only he miy he allowed 
to think and speak the plun honest truth as a free man, and not 
be required to hush up the facts which he knows, and publidi 
and maintain, in place of them, by silence, at all events, if not 
by overt act, transparent fictions ? 

The charge pre/erred under the extract* contained in Schedule TX 
isfuUy set forth in section II of the letter addressed to the Metro^ 
poRtaUf being the Annexure A. 

Having eondaded the reading of the articles of accusa* 
thm, the Registrar read the following notice by the 
accusing clergy to himself: 

Cape Town 16th November, 1863. 
To David Tbnnant, Esq., 

Registrar of the Diocese of Cape Town. 
Sib,— We beg to notify to vou, for the information of the 
Lord Bishop of Cape Town, that we intend at the hearing of 
the charges preferred by us against the Right Reverend John 
William Colenso, D.D., Bishop of Natal, to avail ourselves of 
and to use as evidence in support of said charges the following 
documents, letters, and writings as filed with you, to wit : 

1. Declaration bv the Very Reverend the Dean of Cape Town, 
as to the sale within the Province of Cape Town of the books 
and works referred to in the citation. 

2. The Letters Patent of the 8th December, 1853, constituting 
the See of Cape Town. 

8. The Letters Patent of the 23rd November, 1854, constita- 
ting the See of Natal, being an office copy, extracted from the 
Prmcipal Regbtry of the Archiepiscopal See of Canterbury, 
together with the profession of obedience to the Metropolitan 
thereto annexed. 

4. The Natal Gazette of Hhe 14th. February, 1854, containing 
the publication of the Letters Patent of the Bishop of Nata^ 
with the Proclamation by the Governor of the lltn February, 
1854. 

6. Extract firom the ** Pastoral Letter from the Bishop of 
Natal to the Clergy and Laity of the Diocese," dated Marits- 
burg, October 1, 1855. 

6. Extracts from a letter dated '* Bishopstowe, Maritsburg, 
March 2, 1858," addressed by the Bishop of Natal to the Metro- 
politan Bishop of Cape Town. 

7. Extracts from a letter dated " Bishopstowe, Maritzburg; 
April 8, 1858," addressed by the Bishop of Natal to the Metro- 
pMitan Bishop of Cape Town. 

8. Extracts from a printed letter dated *' Bishopstowe, August 
11, 1858, addressed by the Bishop of Natal «' to the Clericy and 
Laibr of the United Church of England and Ireland in Um 
DioceM of Natal." 
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e. Extract from aletUr ^iaMi ** BiOsxyptikom^ ]f«rUailnfl%. 
AngDst 2, 1^8,'' addressed by the Bishop of Natal to the Me- 
tropolitan Bishop of Cape Town. 

10. Extract from a letter dated *< Bishopstowe, Novoviber 19^ 
1858/* addressed by the Bishop of Natal to the MetropdAtaft. 
Bishop of Cape Town. 

11. Extracts from a postscript to a letter dated ^^Bishopstowor 
Beeember 31, 1858," addressed by the Bishop of Natal to the 
lietropolitan Bishop of Cape Town. 

12. Extracts from a postscript to a letter dated ^* Bishopstowe*. 
March 7, 1859/' addressed by the Bishop of Natal to the Metro- 
politan Bishop of Cape Town. 

13. Minutes of proceedings at a itieeting of the Metropolitan 
and Suffragan Bishops of the Province of Cape Town, held at 
Cape Town on the 26th December, 1860, and following days. 

14. Letter dated " Bishopstowe, Natal, June 1st, 1863,^* ad- 
dressed by the Venerable Archdeacon Grubb, of Maritzburg, 
the Bishop of NataPs Commissary, to the Metropolitan Bishop of 
Cape Town, with the copy of an address by the clergy of Natal 
to the Bishop of that Diocese, as enclosed in said letter. 

And we have to request that a copy of this notice may bo 
serred on Dr. W. H. I. Bleek, the Bishop of NataPs agent. 
We remain. Sir, your obedient Servants^ 
H. A. Douglas, Dean of Cai>e Town. 
N. J. Merriman, Archdeacon of Graham*s Town. 
H. BADtNALL, Archdeacon of George. 
The Kegistrar then produced the docaments referred to, 
which he read as folloif»8: 

c 1. ] 

I, Henry Alexander Douglas, Dean of Cape Town, do solemnly 
and sincerely declare that a certain book or work, entitled "St. 
Paul's Epistle to the Romans, newly translated and explained 
from a missionary point of \'iew, by the Right Reverend John 
William Co!enso, D.D., Bishop of Natal," was sold and advertised 
for sale in Cape Town, in the Argtts newspaper of the i5th 
September, 1862, and in the said month of September, 1862, ex- 
posed for sale at. the publishing office of the Cape Argus ia Ad" 
derley -street, Cape Town. 

. And I do further solemnly and sincerely declare that the cer- 
tain book or work entitled ** The Pentateuch and Book of Joshua 
critically examined, by the Right Reverend John William Colenso, 
D.D., Bishop of Natal," being Part I of said work, was likewise 
8old and advertised for sale in Cape Town in the Argus, news- 
paper of the 2Uth December, 18C2, and 25th of December, 1862, 
and at the dates so advertised was exposed for sale at the shop- 
of J. C. Jnta, of Wale-street, Cape Town, bookseller and sta- 
tioner, and that the said Part I of the last-named work was lUso^ 
advertised for sale bo^ Messrs. Davis and Son, of PSetemuH- 
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tltzburg, Jfatal, in a .certaiQ newspaper publiiihed at Pieter- 
Hwriizburg, Natal, and styled the NtUal Witness €md J grUut- 
fkral and Commercial Advertiser^ of the 6th February, 1863, and 
in said advertisement described as *'' By the Bight Bieverend the 
Lord' Bishop of Natal, the Pentateuch shown to be unhistori- 
oal ;" and in the Natal Witness and AgricvJturdl and (Commercial 
Advertiser, of the 1st of May, 1868, Part II of the said 
work was advertised for sale at Messrs. Davis and Son, 
Pietermaritzbtirg, Natal, and in said advertisement describea 
as " Bishop Colenso on the Pentateuch," as will be seen from the 
copies of these papers hereto annexed, marked A and B. 

Signed, H. A. Douglas. 

Declared at Cape Town, this 16th day of November, 1863, 
before me, 

Signed, David Tennaiit, 

Justice of the Peace for Cape Town. 
[ 2. ] 
Letters Patent, 8th December, 1853. 

[ 3. ] 
Letters Patent, 23rd November, 1864. 

I, John William Colenso, Doctor in Divinity, appointed Bishop 
of the See and Diocese of Natal, do profess and promise all due 
reverence and obedience to tho Metropolitan Bishop of Cape 
Town, and to his successors, and to the Metropolitical Church 
of Saint George, Cape Town. So help me God, through Jesus 
Christ. 

Signed, J. W., Natal. 

[ 4. ] 
Natal Gazette and Proclamation, 14th February, 1854. 
[ 6, ] 

Pastoral Letter from the Bishop of Natal to the Clergy and 
Laity of the Diocese. 

Maritzburg, October 1, 1855. 

My Brethren in Christ, — 

1. I have the pleasure to lay before you a copy of an address 
which has just reached me from the Bishop, Clergy, and Laity 
of the Metropolitan Church of Cape Town to those of the 
Church of Natal, expressing, as you will see, the deep interest 
they take in the gieat work to which we have been called. 

[ 6. ] 
Bishopstowe, Maritzburg, March 2, 1858. 

I am afraid you will be grieved this mail 

by a communication from the Dean. Of wlioA. V\\A \\. V^ 
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^Mf. 1 oumoty of concis, say belbrehand; bnt the simple 
Ikct is that I am directly at issue with him on the sulgect of 
oar Lord's real presence in the Holy Eucharist, and that I feel 
honnd to protest against the views he holds, to the utmost af 

SDv power But these things are trifles, compared 

wuh what will cause you much greater pain, whether you 
agree' with my views or differ firom them. May God guide and 
comfort and keep you, in this and all the other many trials by 
which, I fear, your path is beset .... 

[ 7. ] 

April 3, 1858. 

By this mail, you will receive from me a co^ of the 
sermons which 1 have preached on the Holy £ucluurist, 
and another I expect from the Dean. What your own 

^ews are on the subject in question I know not 

I am grieved that you should be troubled in this matter, when 
you have so much else to trouble you ; but unless I am judged 
and deposed as a heretic, I must Jive and die jireaching the 
doctrines of these sermoiis in this my post of duty, and it will 
be miserable to feel that eveiy sermon I preach will sound to 

the Dean as heresy I need hardly say that, under 

such circumstances, it will be imposdble for us to work together 
with any cordiality h^iceforward. .... And if I am not 
myself to be removed from my office, heartily glad should I be 
if one of them would present him with a good living in Eng- 
luLd. .... 

[ 8. ] 

Printed letter "To the Clergy and Lwty of the United 
Church of England and Ireland, in the Diocese of Natal." 

August 11, 1858. 

My Brethren in Christ, — 

Touare aware that in the early part of this year, the Very 
Sftv. the Dean of Msritabu^ and the Bev. Cancm Jenkins 
formally presented me, their Bishop, to the Metropolitan Bishop 
of Qm>e Town, charging me with unsound and heretical teach- 
ing on the subject of the Holy Eucharist, in consequence of 
two sermons which I felt it my duty at that time to preach in 
^e eathedral church of this diocese, and subsequentiy to pub- 
:Bflh for the information and, I would humbly trust, the edifioa- 
ttonofmyflook. As yon must naturally be desirous to know 
-tAmlt tte the views of tiie MetropoUtan upon the point in 
flieatioB, I ihink it right to my that a reply has been Tooeived 
vom him, in which, while declining to pronounce an official 
Judgment upon the matter, he yet gives his opinion on the main 
sanect, in the ftiUowing wordi. 

Swikk being tiie (pinion of the Metropolitan on this point, I 
•ywiahidB that tharemust be paseageg in nqr^iermons which nte 
liab]« to be thus misrepreseated 
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c l^'^Till see ih/A one df onr resolutions requests me to 
wtmrtiikUt how tliis etm^ ii?om the Primate. I need har^lT 
«y that the veference was made to him, rather than io 
•yqnnelf, fieom no want of respectful sense of duty to 
(gpoa^tf Me^politan, but because it was considered that a 
i^nsfitioB of wis nature, which was not of the nature of an 
-mpealfirom a judicial decision, but one of inquiry respecting 
i&e prioclplss of the Church of England, ought more properly 
^ M addross^d to the Primate 

[ 10. ] 

November 19, 1858. 

.In respect of his last letted to yourself, Mr. Jenkins 
JbM» no doubt, been influenced to take the course he has 
,«Qcg^t«d midnly in consequence of that passage in your 
Jemae to the Dean in which you say that you think a clergy- 
jmn is at liberty to present ms Bishop— or rather your expres- 
41011 is, ** Presbyters" may, for grave matters, present a Bishop. 
T3at ezpresdon, as it stands, is no doubt liable to the interpre- 
tation which Mr. Jenkins, Mr. Crompton, and others have put 
l^on it, but against which I most respectfully but most firmly 
fwotest, on the ground of Church order, and common propriety, 
t!2., that a single Predbyter, or two or three Presbyters, of a 
diocese may present a Bishop. I say on the ground of Church 
•ocder, because I find that the American Church, who have 
doubtless well considered authorities in this matter, beyond 
what, with the limited means at my command, I am able to do, 
have laid it down as a rule that a Bishop, or two thirds of the 
clergy, alone can present a Bishop. And this precedent ap • 
peara-l^meto be oonfimed by a sense of conunon propriety. . . . 

[ 11. ] 

December 31, 1858. 

I hope that wfaea the Bench of Bishops meets they will 
finlie Into- oooablenitioii the question of metropoUtical 
j«rfidieti0^ m will as the consmutiQn of Church councils. 
......•• So, too, I use the word Province of 

-ihe.fionth 4firioan dieeesee, but only in a popular way. I see 
4^mrij Canon Jeoliiss, and probably the Dean, does not— but 
iMte wm you M an independent Metropolitaiiu That you would 
be, doubtleaB, if voa wer^MetrQpolitan by Church authority, 
and not by Boyal Patent 3ut it seems to me that we are 
veally stall in a certain sense wU^in the Province of Canterbury, 
by vfrtue of the danse whieh makes your proceedings subject, 
aOl^BUKelsr tPthe supervision, but to the remsum oiC \£.e'¥TSsfiAi^« 
VHike Ataaanpl^ an instanoe. Bsppoie tiln)^ ^ ^^ c\«t^s^v^> 



who had signed Adherence to our present rulei of oonneil, • • 
... I found it necessaiy, because of some infringement of 
the rules, to pass a sentence of suspension, and he appealed to 
vou, and you (as you say you should do) reversed my proceed* 
ing, of course I must submit to this, as the Bishop or Exeter 
to the Archbishop in the case of Mr. Gorham ; but I imagine 
that I should do right to appeal to the Archbishop, not to 
reverse, but to reviMyour decision, and that if he decided against 
you, you would be bound in conscience to follow that judgment 
in case of any future appeal of a similar kind. This is the way 
in which our mutual relation at present presents itself to my own 
mind. But it would be most oesirable that the whole matter 
should be settled for us by the proper aulhoiities in England. 

[ 12. ] 

March 7, 1859. 

You say that you regret my sanctioning my clergy and 
laity writing to uie Archbishop. . It was not to ask advice 
of him, however, that they wrote, nor did it occur to me 
that they were doing anything which appeared to put a 
slight on your office as Metropolitan. They only wishea to be 
properly understood in England, and, without making any re- 
quest for the Archbishop's opinion, simply stated to him the 
facts of the case 

Nevertheless, I am sorry that I sanctioned this letter being 
written if it has pained yon 

[ 13. ] 

Minutes of proceedings at a meeting of the MetropoUtan 
and Suffragan Bishops of the Province of Cape Town. 
Signed B. Cape Town. 
J. W. Natal. 
Piers St. Helena* 
H. Graham's Town. 
[ 14. ] 

Bishopstowe, Natal, June 1, 1863. 
To the Bight Beverend the Lord Bishop of Cape Town. 

My Lord,— It is my duty to forward to your Lordship^ as 
Metropolitan, the enclosed, of which a duplicate copy will be 
sent by the mail now leaving to the Bishop of Natal. 
: I think it right to add that this document has not been sent 
toZnluIandfor the signature of the clergy there, and that of the 
four licensed clergy in Natal who have not signed it none hare 
any sympathy with the views to which it alludes. 
I have the honour to be. 
My Lord, 
Ycur faithful servant, ' 

C. L. Gbubb.^ 
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To the Sight Reyerend the Lord Bishop of NataL 

We, duly licensed clergy, ministering in the diocese of Natid, 
deshre to address your Lordship upon a matter of the utmost im- 
portance to the Church planted in this colony. 

We haye heard, with the deepest pain, of a work published by 
yon, in which you state in effect that you no longer hold, be- 
neye, nor are able to teach some, at least, of the most yital of 
the doctrines of the United Church of En^^land and Ireland. 

We consider that, in our relative positions, it would have ill 
become us to have been thefirsttodrawattention to actsof 
yours done before the whole world, and therefore we remained 
silent until those in authority in our Church had publicly 
marked their sense of your Lordship's proceeding. 

But we understand that a yery large minority of the Arch- 
bidiops and Bishops haying written to you suggesting the pro- 
priety of your resigning your office, you haye answered that it 
Is not your intention to comply with that suggestion. 

•Under these circumstances, we consider that a longer sileaee 
on our part would be most culpable. 

There are, we are aware, legal questions which it belongs to 
others to decide, but we feel that we haye a duty independently 
of any merely legal proceedings. 

The Various offices which we nold, the emoluments we receive, 
are held on the faith of our upholding an^l defendiiiig the doc- 
trines of the Church of England, and on that understanding 
only could we honestly and conscientiously continue to hold 
those offices or to receive those emoluments. 

Unfeignedly believing all the Canonical Scriptures of ibe 
New ana Old Testament," and bound to " banish and drive 
away all erroneous and strange doctrine contrary to God's 
Word,*' we feel compelled, in the sight of God and His Chureh, 
and more especially before ^'the people committed to our oara 
and charge," to protest most solemnly against the position takea 
by yon in the publication of this book, and your determination 
to retain the office of Bishop ; and we think it right to lay this 
our protest before the ecclesiastical authority to whom, next to 
your Lordship, we must look, the Metropolitan Bishop of Cape 
Town. We are, 

Your Lordship's faithAil servants, 
C. L. Grubb, M.A., Archdeacon of Maritzburg ; 
William Henrt Cynric Lloyd, Colonial Chaplain, 

Rector of Durban ; 
*James Walton, Pinetown ; 
A. TouNESEN, Ungaboba ; 
W. Baugh, Umbazi ; 
W. A. Elder ; 
Joseph Barker ; 
A. W, L. RrvETT, Addington. 

^Mr. WaltoOf after the words " our cwce tmii Oa»x%^r ^^«^^ 



continue, ** to iifrnw <nr tonlteved adiiereiioe to ^edooCrineB of 
our Church as Ibund in our Articles and authorised FonuularleSr 
helieviDg them to be in aeecHrdance with God's Hol]^ Wovd>; 
and the office which your Lordship holds, and the opinions yoa 
«row, appear to us to be greatly at variance with oonsisteiicy, 
accompanied as it is wi4& an intimation on the part of yofur 
Lordship Uiat you can im> longer uss the Formularies to whielt 
you have subscribed." 

Having finished the reading of the docainenti, the Itegis- 
irar said that the notice which he had previbusly read had 
been served upon Dr. Bleek, who had i&spected the doctl^ 
Doents tu which it referred. 

The Bishop of Cape Town then said: Before calling 
upon the accusing clergy to proceed with their arguments 
in support of the charges which they have prefemd^ and 
which have jtist been publicly read, I have to state that 1 
have received a letter fh)m the Bishop of Natal, in whieh, 
amongst other things, he informs me that he has asked Dr. 
Bleek to appear for certain purposes on his behalf to-dliy. 
Therefore I now call upon Dr. Bleek to read, as I under- 
stand he is instructed to do, the letter of which I holdinmy 
band a copy. 

Dr. Bleek then rose and read a formal protest agaiaat 
the jurisdiction of the Bishop of Cape Town. 

The Bishop of Cape Town: The Bishop of Natal tells me 
be has instructed you to read a certain letter. Are you 
lIMIiog that letter? 

Dr. Bleek: I am instructed first to protest, and i^en, if 
your Lordship assume jurisdiction, to read the letter. 

The Bishop of Cape Town: Will you produce the 
authority of tbe Bishop of Natal to protest. 

Dr. Bleek read the following passage of the tetter of the 
Bishop of Natal: 

I have instructed Dr. Bleek, of Cape Town, to appear before 
your Lordship on my behalf for the rollowing purposes : 

^1) First, to protest against your Lordshjp'^ jurisdiction. 

(it) Secondly, to read this letter (o^ whicn I have sent him a 
duplicate), as my defence, if your Lordship should assume to 
exercise jurisdiction. 

(HI) Thirdly, if you should assume jurisdiction and deliver a 
judgment adverse to me, to giveyounoticeof my intention to 
appeal from such judgment. 

The Bishop of Cape Town : It is a letter, as I understand, 
that you are instructed to read. First read the letter. 

Dr. Bleek: Then does your Lordship assume jurisdic- 
tion? * 



The Bishop of Cape Town: Will you read the letter iC 
fon please? That is ybnr business. 
Dr. Bleek then read the following letter: 

London, October 5, 1863* 

to the Kight Bsveiend the Lord Bishop 

of Cape Town, Cape Town. 
• Mt Lord, — I have received from your Lordship's Registrar a 
•itation caUiog upon me to appear before you at Cape Town oa 
November 17, there to answer a certain charge of* false teach- 
ing '' preferred against me by the Very Reverend the Dean of 
Cape Town, the Venerable the Archdeacon of Graham's Town* 
and the Venerable the Archdeacon of George. 

I am advised that your Lordship has no jurisdiction over me, 
and no legal right to take cognizance of the charge in question^ 
I tiierefore protest against the proceedings instituted before y<ni» 
and I request you to take notice that I do not admit their legaJitr, 
mad that I shall take such measures to .contest the lawful- 
ness of your proceedings, and, if necessary, to resist the ezecu^ 
tkmof any judgment adverse to me whieh you may deliyer, 
as I shall be advised to be proper. 

My absence from the Cape will make it impossible for me to 
know what view your Lordship may take of your jurisdictiott 
till long alter yous decision has been announeed, and I have no 
desire to cause any unnecessary delay in the settlement of tlua 
Matter, such as would be produced if I were to confine myself to 
a mere protest against your jurisdiction. I therefore think it 
better to stale at enoe the answer which, if you have any juxis'* 
dietion in the matter, I have to make to the charge broug^ 



I admit that I published the matter quoted in the articlef 
annexed to the citation : but I claim that the passages extracted 
be read in conneetian with therestof the works firomwhick 
tiMy are taken. And I deny that the publication of these 
pasBages,or any of them, constitutes any offence against the Item 
ef the United Church, of England and Ireland. 

For fVirther ex^danation of my meaning in some ofthepae- 
eagei objected to from my *^ Commentary on the Epistle of the 
JKomans," I beg to refer your Lordship to a letter which I ad- 
dressed to you on or about May, 1861, in reply to one from your- 
self, expreanug strong disapproval of some of the views advanced 
by me in that work, and vrith reference to some of Aiose 
objected to from my work on the Pentateuch. I desire also to 
request your attention to the Pre&ce to Part III, a copy of 
which I forward by this mail. 

I have instructed Dr. Bleek, of Cape Town, to appear before 
your Lordship on my behalf for the following purposes : 

(I) First, to protest agunst your Lordship's jurisdicUoo. 

(XI) Secondly, to read this letter {oi yi\£i.&,\\is^^ ^nfsoS^^ssss^^ 
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duplicate), as my defence, if your Lordship should assume to 
exercise jurisdiction. 

(Ill) Thirdly, if you should assume jurisdiction and deliver a 
judgment adverse to me, to give you notice of my intention to 
appeal from such judgment I have the honour to be, my. 
Lord, your Lordship's faithfhl and obedient servant, 

J. W.Nat Au 

Dr. Bleek; I wish to give this protest, which I will hand 
to you. 

Dr. Bleek then laid the protest upon the Registrar's 
table. 

The Bishop of Cape Town: I wisli just to mention, first 
of all, that if Dr. Bleek wishes to argue in support of tha 
Bishop of NHtal's first exception on the subject of jurisdic- 
tion, this is the time to do it. 

Dr. Bleek: My instructions are not to argue, but merely 
to protest. 

The Bishop of Cape Town : Then you can put in your 
protest. 

Dr. Bleek then handed in the following protest: 

My Lord.— As duly authorized thereto by the Right Reve- 
rend the Lord Bishop of Natal, I appear before your Lordship 
for the purpose of protesting against your Lordship's present 
assumption of jurisdiction over the Bishop of Natal, and to 
repudiate your Lordship's assumed right to take cognizance of 
the charge of ^* false teaching " preferred against the Bishop of 
Natal by the Very Reverend the Dean of Cape Town, the Ven€" 
rable the Archdeacon of Graham's Town, and the Yenerabla 
the Archdeacon of George. 

On behalf of the Bishop of Natal, I therefore protest accor- 
dingly against the proceedings now instituted against him be- 
fore your Lordship, and I request you to take notice that he 
does not admit their legality ; and, further, that he will, if ne- 
cessary, take such measures to contest the validity of your pro- 
ceedings, and to resist the execution of any judgment wnieh 
your Ix)rdship may see fit to pronounce, in such manner as th« 
Bishop shall be advised. 

W. H. I. Bleek, 

Cope Town, 17th November, 1863. 

The Bishop: Then you do not want to argue at all upoa 
the subject, Dr. Bleek? 

Dr. Bleek: No, my Lord. The Bishop's defence is in 
that letter. 

The Bishop of Cape Town: Then I now call upon tiie 
accusing clergy to address the Court in support of tba 
cluwgeB tbejr bare brought. 



41 

The Very Reyerend the Dean of Cape Town said : In ritiag 
to address your Lordships upon this case— the srreatett 
which has CTer heen hrought before a Court of the Church 
ctf England in modern times, or perhaps in any times— I 
may he permitted to state tliat I am keenlr alive to the 
extreme importance of the occasion, and to the painfulness 
and difficulty of the position in which I now stand. Indeed, 
60 clearly do I see the greatness of the issue which hangs 
upon this trial, and my own unfitness for dealins; with a 
case of such magnitude— for the person charged with error is 
one who holds the highest office in the ministry, and the 
errors which are charged against him lie at the foundation 
of the faith, and touch both tlie person of our Divine Lord 
and the Cross on which He bled for man's redemption— 
that nothing but a sense of duty, which left me no 
choice, and took from me the power of refusing, could have 
induced me to accept the office of an accuser, or to undertake 
the labour of an argument which few could hope to perform 
welL But having been asked, in virtue of my office, by the 
dergy of this western section of the diocese, to plead our 
common cause, and represent our common feelings, I can 
only say that I stand here because I cannot iielp it, and 
t^t I begin my task with a sure hope that He whom I 
desire to serve will help me in it, and with a prayer as 
earnest as the heart of man can offer, that every word 
which I now speak may be chastened with a spirit of wis- 
dom, and serve nothing but the pure and simple ends of 
truth. 

My associates in this unwelcome office are in a simi- 
lar position. They are here because they have been sent. 
The Archdeacon of George represents the clergy of that 
archdeaconry, and is present on this occasion at their re- 
quest. The Archdeacon of Graham's Town comes, I may say, 
as proxy for that diocese, which, having formally expressed 
its satisfaction that he was likely to join in the accusation, 
has virtually appointed him to appear on its behalf. The dio* 
ceseof Natsi is not associated with us. But the reason of this 
is not to be found in any sympathy with the opinions of 
their Bishop— for I believe that all his clergy repudiate, as 
•a whole, the books on which we found our accusation; 
and as a proof of this, I may refisr to the address of 
the clergy which has been put in as evidence to-day— but 
ifrom feelings of delicacy which your Lordships will appre- 
ciate, and which we, on our part, must accept as their 
legitimate excuse. They concur, however, m \3cw^ ^^>9x«a 
which bAi been adopted, and they conMeit xVi^Xi o>ax ws^so^* 



mHom are, te the miiiB, jut We mppew, thsveioiie, aol a» 
three indiTidvAle, bot as lepreeeDtiDg the dergy of tiiree 
dioeeees; and we beg joor Lordahipe to conmder thatall 
our hrethreD are pveaent in na and withva, askini^&r jnadee 
ftmn yoQ, oar a^fitoai fathera, and prajkig yon to free the 
Church fiwn thia oonrnpl dement of falae doctrine whidv 
vnkaa ejected from it» threatena it with meedy death. 
Weak, and eonaciooa of our weakness, we yet are confident 
in the truth of our caose, and we ask yon to allow na t» 
proTe its trath. If, in doing this, we speak with that 
plainneas of apeech whieh tmth re^oirea and jnatifies, w% 
pray yon to consider that this caae ia now befere a Conet. 
We have not come here to trffle, or to apeak amooth things^ 
We duurge a Biah^ with that whkh the Chardi has callad 
herei^, and we beiieTC that we can proTe that charge. Eov 
myself, at least* I meat coafeaa that I lied atrongly npoR 
the points which are now to be dceided; and, feeling stioi4(]^^ 
I ahallnot scrapie to speak in atrong worda where theo&noe 
appears great, and trnth seems to reqoire it. At the aamm 
time/l hope that I shall not forget the respect to which the 
aoeased is entitled, whether in his office aa a Biaht^ or ia 
hie person as a man. 

The charges, as yonr Lordships are aware, are luiKi- 
ia number, and are founded upon two publications; the 
Ibur first upon opinions which his Lordship hss seen 
fit to express in his Ck>mmentary on the Eputle to tke 
Bomaas, published in 1861 ; the five last upon the Tiewa 
which are contained in parts I and n of that later work 
TKpcaik the Pentateueh and Book of Joshna which he has 
nuUished in £nglaad during the past and present yean^ 
It might be shown, if it were necessary, that the two works 
are allied, or even related to each oihar, and that the gecae 
of the more recent publieation are to be found witli^ the 
first) but their aulQects are spedfically different. The Com- 
mentary, as we diould expect, is chiefly oooipied with the 
doctrine of man's redemption, and with the questions whidi 
aatutaUy connect themaelTes with that momentous subject. 
The later publication is mainly critical in ito charactcr,and 
addreeses itself to those eooaiderationa whidi toudi the 
method of the Divine ReTelation, and the nature of those 
eKtnbOftlinary writhiga, whieh, while ccmfessedly the wodc 
(«f hunum Instruments, are yet so highly sacred that the 
Ohureh has always treated them as God'b Word. The- 
author, indeed, is forced, by the oourse of his daring specnk^ 
tWae, to put forth a theory vpoo the manner of the aalim. 
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lietween the two natures of our DiTine Master whicili 
•taonld satisfy the difflcolties ef his system, and m tb» 
tesult 6f his l^heory to aseribe error to our omniscient Xicvd'; 
—and this is amonf? the graTest of the qnestions «poK 
trhich the decision of tliis Court is now invited. He is aleo 
led to comment on those expressions in the Book of ComrnOkl 
ilhrayer which are fbunded on a belief in the truth ef 
eertain fitcts recorded in the sacred hooks, which he hM 
presumed to treat as mere legends, baseless and ^uttevlj 
incredible, and in so doing to commil> am offence which tte 
Xnglish law recognizes, and which this Court must, we think^ 
tegvrd as both improper and highly censurable. It will 
appear, howerer, in the course at the argument, that the 
Tiew which ascribes to our Lord error grows oat of tliat 
main branch of heresy in which it &ids its origin, being 
the necessary counterpart of the author's view on Holgr 
Scripture. l%ere is nothing, therefore, which need deter 
me from rangfing the matters which are now before your 
liordships under two main cla8ses,-^the first coniisting of 
errors, or what we regard as errors, on the subject of matt^ 
tecoTcry from ruin ; the second of errors pertaining to the 
^^oetrine of Scripture, which our Articles and Formukuriee, 
fbUowingthe faith of all ages, habitually designate as God's 
JBLofy Word. 

In entering upon the first of these subjects, it i» 
important, in order to a clear discrimination of fthe 
Bishop of Natal's meaning upon the seTeral points 
in which we accuse him of erroneous teaching, that yo«r 
Lordships should place yonrselyes as nearly as possible in 
his position, and look at the truths which are under discus- 
sion from his point of view. What that point of riew is, 
admits, I think, of no doubt. It is impossible to observe t^ 
teferenccs to what the Commentary speaks of as the 
** modem dogma " and the " dogma of modem theology ,"^ 
or to notice the allusions to the Paradise Lost, or, indeed, 
to rem«rk upon the general tone and scope of the wh<^ 
work, without feeling that the author's mind is occupied, ais 
it were, in a recoil fh)m some real or imaginary school of 
theology which seems to represent the Almighty as « 
Mfvere and vindictive Being who to<A pleasure in the pun- 
ishment of His Son, and thus to exhibit the redemption of the 
' human race as a concession wrung firom an unwilling and arbi- 
trary rnler, who was forced to recognize the claims of justice, 
father than as an act of sovereign mercy which had its primal 
' origin in God's paternal love. Your Lordshif^ wiU. %\ ^sos^ 
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perceiTe that it it no ptaX of my butinesf , on the present 
occasion, to determine whether any such opinions are held* 
or not held, by any school of theology, w ithin or without 
the Church of England; or whether such opinions, if held, 
are wrong or right. I refer to the matter only because it 
18 necessary to obserre and show that the Bishop of Natal, 
recoiling from this, which eyidently seems to him a shocking 
Tiew of. the Divine Being, assumes an antagonistic position, 
and, taking his stand upon the doctrine of theDiyine Father- 
hood, sees all doctrines and examines all theories only 
in the light of God's love. Now, your Lordships, I feel sure, 
will be most ready to acknowledge that lore is the crowning 
attribute in that mysterious entity which, in our human 
way, we venture to describe as the Divine character, and 
that benevolence is the prevailing impulse by which the 
Almighty God is always moved, — above all, in things which 
pertain to man^s recovery from death and ruin. But, at 
the same time, you will, I think, be no less ready to 
affirm also, in the spirit of Bishop Butler, when he 
touches upon this subject, that while there may be 
beings in creation to whom the Author of Creation 
manifests Himself in that most amiable aspect of absolute 
infioite benevolence, to us, as reason and conscience, no 
Jess than revelation, clearly teach us. He shows Himself as a 
moral governor who is both righteous and just. In fact, 
'* God's whole nature is one great impulse to what, upon 
the whole, is best." You will also, I believe, agree with me 
when I say that man must not be wise in such things be- 
yond what is revealed for his guidance, and that truth is 
to be found by weighing Scripture against Scripture, and 
'doctrine against doctrine, with scrupulous exactness, giv- 
ing to each its dae place and relative importance, and 
sever so esteeming one portion of the complex whole as to 
neglect or to disparage any other. Hence it is that 
•patience is so essential in one who would investigate Divine 
things. Without a calm and equable temperament, 
wrought into the character by God's spirit, and that quiet 
•elf-restraint of mind which can bear long wita difficulty 
-and obscurity, content to wait and see mistily until th« 
light breaks and the dimness vanishes, it is impossible to 
discover truth. And hence, too, it often happens that men, 
in whom impulse is strong and patience wanting, rush into 
•extremes— sometimes, also, from one extreme into another. 
.Confident in their own hearts, or in their own intellects* 
looking too hastily, and, therefore, mistaking a part 
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of truth for the whole, and tnpposiof that tbej 
have seen a truth on all its sides when they hare seeA 
but one or a few out of its many complexities, timr 
•o handle truth, and so misuse it» that in their han& 
it becomes error; the Tery light on which they 
look blinds them; the Tery good which they rashly 
touch becomes their harm. I believe, my Lords, that an 
instance of this is now before you in the opinions which 
Tou are now to consider. K we believe the Scripture, we 
know that the work of man's redemption is a harmony of 
truth and mercy. In that mysterious plan, devised by 
everlasting wisdom, mercy and truth meet, righteousneia 
and peace agree. Loye set the work in motion, followed 
tiie course of operations, presided at its triumphant end ^ 
but truth and righteousness had each a part to play as wdl 
as mercy. God was not in such wise love as that He 
ceased to be justice, nor in such wise justice that He 
eeased to be love. God did not make peace on terms wliioh 
were inj urious to His own honour, or perilous to the perfectiion 
of His holiness. Had He forgotten the claims of truth, can 
we douht, my Lords, that those who plead for love now 
would then have put in a plea for justice? But all claims 
were satisfied. Love forgave, and forgave on terms which 
answered the demands of justice. So deep are the riches 
of the DiTine wisdom. So unsearchable are God's judg- 
ments and His ways past finding out. Such, however, is not 
the view which the Bishop takes upon this subject. The 
Bishop— as the course of my argument, I think, will show- 
denies theezistenceof this wondrous harmony. In his opinioD, 
God is absolute benevolence. Considering what men are and 
how insulting sin is to that Supreme Governor, who 
absolutely hates ft, I am afraid that infinite benevolence, 
however great it sounds, is only another name for amiable 
weakness; but it is in this light, and in this light alone, 
that the Bishop will regard the Ahnighty. Ged is so love 
as to be love only. And in accordance with this, his ftind- 
amental view, the Bishop puts forth a scheme of opinions- 
doctrines I cannot call them, — which strips from the atone- 
ment its satisfying, vicarious, and propitiatory character; 
removes faith from the position which it holds as the intro- 
duction to a &tate of salvation ; takes from the sacraments all 
use and virtue; denies the existence of a Church, and does 
away with hell. My Lords, I am conscious of the strength 
of the language which lam about to use, but I cannot 
refrain from asserting, at the outset of my at%'asQA;TL\^>3Mi^ 



•opinions such aiB tliese are Bom^liiDg moie iban heiftjr. 
Upon the plea of tbowing fnrth the loye of God our ^athoif, 
tfie Biirii<9 hafl put forth a wild though myttic and alLoxhig^ 
•dbeme of blind benevolenoe, which is sabversiTe of all thajt 
jbi generally known as Christianity. Professing to show us 
&at Gk)d is all love, he represents Him as indifferent to 
•evil, and maintains that onr Lord was sent here, not tp 
die for sin and bear it for ns, bat only to cheer us and 
encourage us in our efforts for our own dellveranoe; to show 
«8, ind^, the way to God, but not to propitiate His 
ITather's anger, for there was never any real separation 
between man and God. Such, my Lords, is the substance 
id the Bishop's teaching. And haTing made these intro- 
ductory remarks because they seem to throw some light 
iipon all those portions of the Commentary which we haYA 
brought before your Lordships as heretieal, I proceed now 
ta take up in detail the several points whic^ form the 
ground of our complaint. 

The Archdeacon of Graham's Town, interrupting the 
Dean's argument, rose and said: I feel constrained to make 
an inquiry. I hope I shall be pardoned for doing so; and 
will give my reasons. I have come from a distant part of 
4ihe Province in the hope that I should here meet the 
Biahop of Natal, and that in the course of these argument^, 
and by our remonstrances, but still more by brotherly 
iuteroourse with your Lordships, he would be induced in 
aome measure to retract, or modify in some way, the very 
nunful statements which we have come here to examine. 
But, although he is not here present, we are exceedingly 
find to find that he has employed a gentleman to represent 
mm, but in respect to whom I should very much widi to 
Imow whether we have the hope that in adducing these 
pfoofs-— the citation and the formularies upon which we 
Amnd our arguments, we are addressing one who, like the 
fiiihopofKatal himself, would give due weight to them; 
jvbelher. Dr. Bleek,— I believe that is the namte of the 
^^tleman; I have nerer seen him befoie, and, therefore, I 
.CMdhave no possible objection to him ; on the opntraiy, I am 
ttneedingly glad to see him here—whether he is a member 
4f the Church of England, or of any communion wbioh will 
mogniae the f annularies of our Church, upon which the 
vbole of our BscgomentB are founded. I hope I aball be 
jMSDiitted to put that question— of course, through your 
JbPtdshipa^before we jraooeed iiirther with the anenoienjb* 

The Archdeacon of George: I hope I shall be allowed to 



nQq;ilemeDt wimtlSie Avchdeacon «f Chnham's Town has 
Mid lo this efieot This is the first occauon upon which I 
baye had the pleasare of meeting Dr. Bleek. I did n«t 
«ven know it was he who sat down at the table. There* 
!ftire, I am sure, he will acquit me of every yestige of per- 
gonal feeling; and, not residing quite so fkr firom Cape 
Town as the Archdeacon of Graham's Town does, I may be 
allowed, perhi^, to say that I haye heard his name men- 
tioned, as that of a gentleman, not only not a member of 
•our eommunion, but of a gentleman very well known to 
aympathize in the yery strongest, way with quite the freer 
«ort of Socinianism. I do not intend even the slightest per- 
aonality ; but unless that be expressly denied, I cannot help 
4iB8ertiag in the strongest way my surprise at the extra- 
ordinary fact that the Bishop of Natal, a Bishop of a Cbristiau 
Church, should have chosen such a repreeentatiye. 
IFberefore, I beg to supplement what the Archdeacon of 
Oraham's Town has said, and to join with him in request- 
ing that the question may be decidedly put. We do net 
at all wish that Dr. Bleek should absent himself in the 
least degree. On the contrary, I am sure I only express 
the feeling of the Archdeacon of Graham's Town, and of 
ihe Dean, as well as myself, wh^n I say that it is our 
filncere hope that every indulgence may be given to him. 
Bat still, returning to the point that has been raised, 
I must request that the question may be put. 

The Bishop of Gape Town : Dr. Bleek, you have heard 
the question put by the Archdeacon of Graham's Town; 
S you feel inclined to answer it you may do so. 

Dr. Bleek : I came here to peribrm certain formal acts in 
cfmnection with the inquiry going on, not for the purpose of 
any inquiry being made as to my own opinions. I did not 
C0me here as a member of the Church in any way, but 
merely to read this letter and to do some formal things. 
V^is Court is to be converted into any other purpose 
Ibsn that which I am instructed not to reeognise, then I 
bafve no business here. 

The Bishep of Cape Town: The question proposed to 
'3roB was, whether you, as the agent of a Bishop of the 
ChuTOh of England, were a member of that communion; or 
vkether, if not a member of that Church, yon held the fiufii 
'Of*lbe Chmrch of England on these subjects. 

Dr. Bleek: My Lord, I decline to answer that qvestiilD. 
'Hhej have no right to ask such a question. 
'The Dean then proceeded wifii bit iuQtoa% %% %9&nm%\ 
lEhe Ibvt wenoB of fOMages %tA i3&« trteiMmral 1^ ^ 



Bubject, and I Bhall make it my first business to set before 
jonr Lordships the opinions which the Bishop of Natal has 
promulgated upon this cardinal point. The passages 
recited in the Articles do not of course contain the Bishop's 
whole view upon this subject. They are not intended to do 
so. They express rather what seems to us defective and 
erroneous in the doctrine, as set forth by the Bishop, than 
the Bishop's doctrine itself. If his Lordship was to express 
positively the light in which he viewed oar Lord's sacrifice 
he would select, I should suppose, the passage which forms 
the 114th section of his commentary, and to that 
passage I would beg to call the attention of your Lordships. 
With this passage, so far as it goes, and speaking of its 
terms generally, without adopting every form of expression, 
or regarding it as a true exposition of the Apostle's meaning, 
I have no desire to quarrel. On the contrary, considering 
it as deficribing one side and one aspect of tlus mysterious 
and many-sided doctrine, I am disposed to admire the 
beauty of its language, and to rejoice in the fervour of its 
thoughts. Warmly, and with a strength of feeling whicb 
your Lordships, I am confident, will fully appreciate, it 
exhibits the desire of the Father to display His love for us. 
His creatures, and to convince us of the greatness of His 
idSfection by the readiness with which His Son came to be a 
sharer in our trials, and an inheritor of all that was lowest 
and hardest in man's lot. It states too that the Father, 
accepting Him, accepted us in Him for the sake of His 
obedience. If this passage of the commentary had stood 
alone, it might have been felt perhaps that it was insuffi- 
cient, and that it could not be regarded as in any way 
appro(^ching to a complete development of the mystery 
upon which it touched, but no one would have been dis- 
posed to cavil at it; and, speaking for myself, at least, I 
should have been ready to concur in it heartily, so far as it 
went. But, regarding it as one of many passages which 
treat of this doctrine, and placing it beside the quotations 
which are before your Lordships in the articles of accusa- 
tion, and beside other expressions, not quoted but of the 
same tenor, it is impossible to avoid the conclusion that the 
author Intends it for something like a complete exposition 
of the nature of our Lord's atoning sacrifice, and that he 
means emphatically to deny that our Lord's sufierings were 
vicarious, or that any act of His was needed to satisfy the 
Father before He could forgive the world its sin. His 
Lordship denies again and again that our Lord died in our 
j^tead. Our Lord (he teaches) died for us, on our behalf 
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lesa sjmpathy; but He did not die to bear oar sins; He did 
act bear tbie weight of the corse. God (he affinns) 
^ not need to be reconciled to man. Man needed w be 
reconciled to God, but God always loved us, and was nerer 
Citruiged firom us. The Bishop will not allow it to be said 
that God was reconciled to us, because thia impEea that 
before the reconciliation He was angry with us, which He 
was not. Hia Lordship's opinion is expressed so often, and 
witfi such emphasis and clearness, that it is hard to mistake 
or misinterpret it. He regards the doctrine that our Lord died 
instead ctfman as a modem dogma; and, not objecting to the 
norelty— for the novelty, I imagine, would not ofSenS, as the 
antiquity most assuredly is not the ground on which he seeks 
to recommend his own opinion — he asserts with a boldness 
whidi is astounding, if it is not admirable, that the dogma 
finds no oo^oxu for itself in Holy Scripture, and that there is 
no ground for thinking that God could require to be recon- 
dled, because He never bad the feelings whicli are presup- 
posed in reconciliation, never any wrath which could be 



iifow, m^ Lords, if we were disposed to deal inth 
this case in a mere technical and legal spirit, or to 
treat the accusation which we have felt it our painful da^ 
to bring against the Bishop of Natal as a matter of w<»rds, 
farther argument on this itoint would be superfluous. Uhs 
language of Article ii. is express upon the sutjeet 
of reconciliatiott. The Article states that our Lord *' snf- 
fored, was crucified, dead, and buried, to reconcile Ms 
Father to us." The Bishop of Natal says in a passage 
wUch is now before you, ** The Apostle does not say that 
God is reconciled to us, . . . but that we are reconciled 
to God. The difference in the meaning of these two ex- 
pressions is infinite J* He sajsalso that '<It is not He who 
needs to be reconciled to us." The Bishop, that is, dis- 
tinctly implies that there is an infinite difl*erence between 
these two expressions, and that the first of them, " God is 
reconciled to us," is not in accordance with Scripture or 
agreeable to truth. The Bishop's language means nothing 
if it does not mean this. Indeed, we understand at once, 
in reading what he says, that he desires to identify himself 
with the objectors to that mode of speaking, and to say 
that he considers their objection sound and reasonable. 
May I not say, then, that the Bishop intends to contradict 
the Article F I do not mean to state that the Bishop cQeak^^ 
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in plain terms and declares, " I am aware that the second 
Article speaks to inch and suc^ a purpose, and I mean it 
to he understood that I do not agree with the language of 
the Article, and that I openly dispnte its correspondence 
with the Word of God." I do not for a moment imply this. 
But I mean that the Bishop, quite aware that the Article 
embodies and expresses a certain view of our Lord's atoning 
work, intends, in the most open way, to contradict that view. 
He intends to quarrel with that yiew of our Lord's atone- 
ment which represents Him as appeasing His Divine Father. 
He intends to assert that the love of God is such that He 
could never need to be appeased. But the subject with 
which we have now to deal is far too great to be treated as 
a matter of mere verbal technicality, and therefore, while 
maintaining that the expression in Article ii. is a true 
exponent of a Divine fact, and that the Bishop is not at 
liberty to contradict it, I am willing to widen, as far as 
possible, the terms of contest, and to join issue with tl^ 
Bishop's language in the objected passages, as being con- 
trary, not only to the language of this Article, and of other 
statements in our Articles and Formularies, but to the faith 
of the Church Catholic on the subject of sacrifice, satisfac- 
tion, and propitiation, as held in all places and at all times. 
My Lords, the Bishop of Natal has spoken of the doctrine 
that our Lord died in our place or stead, so as to bear the 
punishment of our sins, as a '* modern dogma," and has 
stated that no such statement as that our Lord died in our 
stead is to be found in the whole of Scripture. He has 
also taken upon himself to dispute the translation of 
Komans v. 6, which regards the preposition there used as 
denoting substitution, asserting that it never means 
** instead," and can only mean " on behalf of." With re- 
gard to the two latter of these assertions, it is obvious that 
this Court is no place for critical disputings, and that if 
questions of grammar and exegesis are to be discussed and 
investigated here, the work which your Lordships have 
now to perform would be interminable. The duty of your 
Lordships is not, as I conceive it, to arrive at truth by 
immediate deductions from Holy Scripture, but rather, 
taking the results at which the Church has arrived already, 
and which are binding on its members, to test the 
opinions of the Bishop Natal by these authoritative con- 
clusions. At the same time, as assertions so strong as 
these seem to be founded upon fact, and as our ftiture 
aTgumei'.t would seem to move as if with a drag upon it 
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if objections so fatal as these were not swept awajr before 
we proceeded farther, I mast ask permission to remind jour 
Lordships that these assertionsare utterly without foundation. 
The Bishop says that the doctrine ofsubstitution is no where 
clearly laid down in Holy Scripture. Has the Bishop never read 
the saying of our Lord Himself, that tlie Son of Man came 
not to be ministered unto, but to minister and to give His 
life a ransom for many. In this passage (St. Matthew xz, 
28), the Greek admits but of one meaning, dounai ten 
Psychen hautou Ivtron anti poihm. Not to press the force of 
the word lutron, whicli is a sacrificial term, the preposition 
used is anti, wliich the Bishop himself admits to meaa 
" instead." I would further remind your Lordships, without 
intending to do more than glance at this grammatical 
side of the question, that in 1 Timothy 2, 6, we have the 
words dous heauton antUutron hyper panton. Not to speak 
of the comment which we find in this passage upon the 
words of our Lord already quoted, we have here an answer 
to both the assertions of the Bishop, the anti in antilutron 
conveying the idea of vicarious sacrifice; and the use of hyper 
m immediate sequence, demonstrating that this preposition 
is to be taken as having the sense of " instead." And upon 
both points I would invite your especial attention to the 
prophetic words of Caiaphas, who, being High Priest that 
year, said within the Jewish Council, " Nor consider that 
it is expedient for us that one man should die for the 
people—Ayper tou laou, and that the whole nation perish 
not." This passage alone is quite conclusive of the question. 
Language is unable to speak in plainer terms than those 
words which we find here. A man is to die for the 
people; and an explanation is subjoined,—" that the whole 
nation perish not.'* I do not refer to the real meaning of 
this passage, deeper and more wonderful than the speaker 
knew, as St. John takes care to show us. I only say, here 
is substitution. And, moreover, here is hyper used to 
express the fact of substitution. And yet the Bishop of 
Natal tells us that substitution is never taught us in 
Holy Scripture, and that hyper is never there used to 
mean *• instead." With regard to classic Greek, his Lord- 
ship, I believe, is not less unfortunate. The passage which 
he has quoted from Xenophon's Anabasis, and to which I 
have referred, is, I submit, a disproof of his assertion 
rather than a proof, as he considers it. It la u%>aAS&?j 
quoted as a proof that hyper may be u*e^ as %^tvQ.xi^TSiss5«& 
with anti in classic Creek. The ComrviWi\.atoT ^■a.'^^ 



adduces it a& one of leyeral ixutances, as your Lordihisfr 
will fiad on xeftfence to McGee ontiie Atonement; pg^ 
tf,. ed. 1S42. With remd to the oie oRUffffer gfsaanSXf X 
voold alao refer to Jelrs Gnunmar, page- 284, and wmdcl 
aasert that suhstitation is an essential part of its meaning. 
It denotes the j^adng of one thing oyer another, so as to 
coyer it, and he substituted for it. Sb mnch-, my Iiord% for 
Bis Lordship's strong asseyerations upon these topics. But 
I think I may say that I haye shown their true yalue, and 
that I may now proceed with the argument, as little clogged' 
Q£ impeded by them as if they had not been made. 

I come then to his Lordship's fayourite charge of noyet^. 
Be tells us that the doctrine of yicanous sufferingisa" modent 
do^a.'* My Lord, I haye already had occasion to remaric 
that the novelty of this doctrine, if it were really new,^ 
would not be just the feature in it which would most repdt 
his Lordship or excite his keenest indignation. It is no 
injustice to the Bishop of Natal to state that reyerence fop 
antiquity, or an idolatry for past formulas of doctrine and 
opinion, is not the light which would most allure his foot- 
step, or the temptation which would soonest lead his strong 
and independent mind astray. But, accepting the argu*- 
ment which is contained within his Lordship's ejqiression,— 
the argument, I mean, which is an axiom of sound theolo^, 
that nothing new— nothing not primitiye, — is true; and 
thankful to find that at least on this point there is no dif- 
ference between us, I shall proceed to argue that the dogm» 
is both true and primitiye. I hold it immaterial idiidi of 
these points is put the most forward. They must necessarily 
go together. If the doctrine is true, it is also primitiye; and 
if it is primitive, if it can be traced downwards fjrom the age 
of the Apostles, — then, smrely, it must also be true. My 
Lords, I maintain that this dogma is eyen more than apos- 
tolic. It is as old as reyelation. It has been belieyed from 
the days of Adam to our own day. Seen as in a glasa 
darkly in prophecy, in figures, in type, and ceremonies, by 
patriarchs and Jewish saints, it has been cleariy recog^ 
nized in the Christian Church as the essential counterpart 
of the doctrine of our Lord's diyinity, and as a truth wbicb 
cannot be denied by any who will not sooner or later pro- 
ceed to deny also that Jesus is the Son of God. " Dogma 
of modem theology!" I protest against the libellous 
insinuation. I appeal to eyery ofibring for sin which eyer 
burnt upon a Jewish altar,— I appeal to the creeds of the 
Church,*! appeal to the liturgies of Christendom,--to the 
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Satben tti tfaetfint sod every age,— ftnd to tlie sign ol 1dm 
>€iQn, 90 early used as the typeaed ^nibolof onr&dflis 
«Bd I .affirm, ae I belieYe that I isan alioproTQ, that fhett 
and theexUtenoe of tke^bunih, both Jewish and Chrietai, 
liaa turned upon ^belief in Chilst's Yicariens dea& asilB 
anoving (ipring and cardinal j[>rmciple. It has always teen 
bdlered. The Church of earlv centuries believed it-y'tiie 
JCBmrches of the middle ^ges beueved it; it is believed tgr 
the Chi^Kch now. The Church has always taught ftmt 
•Qod was angry- with man because of sin, and that «Hor 
Ijord, sent by His Eather's love, and moved by Bis own 
affection for us, stepped in to satisfy His Father's honanr 
by iieariqg sin's penalty, and to appease a God who widted 
to be jrracious; not Offering Himself to death that Hemi^ 
jilease a God who rejoiced in suffering and slaughter, bod, 
afiU, really satisfyiog justice, and makhig it possible to savs 
the sinner while yet the sin was punished, and law in ereiy 
jot and tittle was perfectly fulfilled. 

I proceed, then, to show that the doctrine that our Lord^ 
(nd^^iQgs were vicarious and propitiatory is not a **■ modem 
dqgma," but is an essential part of that catholic idea whibh 
iuir Church expresses in Article u in the words, '^sacrifioe 
not onbr for original guilt, but also for actual sins of men,*" 
and in Article xxzi in the words, *' The offiring «lf 
Ghrift once made is that perfect redemption, prepitiation, 
and satisfaction for all the sins of the world, both original 
and actual;" and, consequentlyithat the Bishop of Natal in 
aaiaiU^g this doctrine is unfaithful to his vows as a mem- 
ber and a bishop of the Church of England, and is deserv- 
iog of such censures or punishment as this venerabte 
Cenrt shall see fit to award to him. I admit, of counB, 
that tihe word " satisfiftction," no less than the clear devdop- 
ment of that particular form of thought which it embodlea, 
dates from the twelfth ceotuiy (though with certain ezpm- 
noB8 befi)xe us taken from an ancient liturgy, which I shall 
afterwards adduce, I am not sure that this should !» 
admitted), and from the time of Archbishop Anselm; Inft 
I hqpe to prove that both^he word and the thought are in 
enlteiiarmony with all those older conceptions whidi axe 
now assodated with it; and, tn fact, that Anselm, hrhgfiag 
philosophy to bear upon a doctrine whidi had hitherto beea 
rather believed in, lived upon, and loved, than thought of, 
draw out into the li|^ a latent truth, and translated a 
reBgious &ct into the terms of philosophic theology. BnH 
-*' sacrifice** and " propitiation* are the irQ>T4% v^^^^&^cCV 
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4ihaU chiefly direct attentioD; and in treating of ^'satisfaction^" 
I sliall have little more to do than to show to yqnr Lord- 
ships that the Church, in admitting; that word as a part of 
her proper terminology, has added nothing to that sure 
deposit of the faith which is found within the sacred pages 
of the Divine Word. 

iVnd here, my Lords, on entering upon the proof 
which I have now to lay hefore you, I make the 
necessary admission that wc look in vain to early 
times and early writers for that definite and system- 
atic deyelopment of the doctrine which hegan in 
that later period of the Church's history when men pro- 
ceeded to reflect and to philosophize upon the truth which 
they had long received and loved. Upon this subject, I 
cannot do better that refer your Lordships to the words of 
the historian Neander, and to an article in Chambers's 
Encyclopedia, which, as a whole, I recommend to your 
notice as a most able condensation of the history of the 
doctrine which we are now considering.* In the earlier 
stages of the Church's life, while the memory of our 
Lord's acts and love was still comparatively fresh, and 
while the believers were engaged in a terrific struggle 
with infidelity and barbarism, it is only what we shoidd 
expect if men were too much taken up with a devout con- 
templation of the living and objective reality, to speculate 
upon its abstract characteristics, or to analyze its constitu- 
Jtive parts. Heresy, too, had not as yet appeared in that 
direction, so that it had not as yet been needful to erect 
systems and definitions, as bulwarks and defences of the 
truth. At the same time, as Neander states, the germ and 
the principle of the after-growth was there in the founda- 
tion of the Christian consciousness. The idea of our Lord's 
death as a propitiatory ofiering for sin, and the means by 
which the devil was subdued, and the consequences of sin 
nvere turned away from us, lies at the basis of all ancient 
teaching, and of all worship and devotion. This will be 
shown easily, but we must first determine the exact import 
of the terms with which we are now concerned. 

And first, " propitiation."— What do we mean when we say 
that our Lord's ofibring is a propitiation? To answer this 
question, we must go to the Greek. When St. John says that 

* See Neander, vol. ii, 382 and iii, 200. Chambers Ency- 
clopedia, article Atonement, page 530. See also Archbishop 
Thomson, in Aids to Faith, page 340. 
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our Lord is a propitiation for sins, he uses the word hilasmos ; 
and the verb kilaskomai, as well as the neuter noun hOas" 
terion are often used in their several relations to that one 
great thought which each in its different way describes 
and represents. What, then, is the conception which is set 
before us? It is that which we express in English by the 
word ''appeased." The root hiiaos or hileos is translated 
in Liddelland Scott, *< soothed, appeased; hence, of 6od> 
propitious." *' The TerbAt/^wAomaiV' says the same autho- 
rity, '< is usedalways of gods, andin connection with sacrifices, 
or other pacifying influence, and it denotes, to make 
propitious to one, reconcile oneself to him, win his favour.** 
Such, too, is the meaning of the word in Scripture Greek. 
Joined with kamartias in Hebrew 2, 17, kilaskomai 
denotes expiation, to expiate for sins, to make reconcilia- 
tion ibr them, to appease the anger of God which is excited 
by them. And in the Epistle to the Romans iii, 25, 
the word hitaslerion is used to describe our Lord as 
the mercy-seat, the true propitiatory victim set forth by 
Qod to bring remission of sins to men. Such, too, is the 
force of the word hilasmos as used by St. John in a 
passage of like import, when he says, that God loved U9^ 
and sent His Son to be a propitiation for our sins. I 
may add that hiiaskomai and its kindred words are 
ru^ in the Septuagint as the translation of those sacrifi- 
cial terms which are connected with the idea of atonement. 
It is clear, then, what the meaning of the term is. When 
the publican prayed " God, be merciful to me a sinner,** 
he indicated that God was angry, and he asked that He 
might be appeased. And when our Lord is called a propi- 
tiation, we understand that He did some act by which His 
Father was made propitious to us. The word is never 
used except when anger is supposed to exist, and it de- 
scribes the removal of that anger. In saying this, my 
Lords, I do not mean to argue for the doctrine from Holy 
Scripture. I simply mean to say that here is a word 
brought into theology out of Scripture, and into Scripture 
from clnssic Greek, and that gohag to the fountain head 
to discover its meaning, we find it always used in this 
tense. It is important, however, to observe that the word 
is never used in Scripture so as to denote that man appeased 
God. The truth is that the work of placation goes on 
within the Godhead, and God is not appeased by man, but by 
Himself. 
It has been shown that when we u«« \.Vv^ \etiSk 
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propS&aHSon, wenccenarilymean liiftt God ifl meaaed. I 
go on to wk tl« nenrii^ of the iirord *< iaerifioe;'%Dr nlb^^ 
for the dififarence Is of some importBiice— of sactifioe te ilii; 
and to thow that In this ezpressioii there is hiTolTed, In 
ad^tittn to the idea of prqpitiatioo, the idea also of Ticarioat 
suffering. Artides n and zxxi Tirtuallj declare that 
oar Lord was made a sin-olfering. What do we mean 
by this? We mean that wliidi is tanght ns by the 8jm« 
bolic import of the Jewish sacrifices. The terms of Jewirii 
«criilce are nsed in Holy Scriptnre as descriptive (rf our 
Lord's atonement, and tliey mnst therefore be regarded m 
exhibiting the nature and meaning of His work. When, 
therefore, we read in Leritieua that those who had sinned, 
priest, prince, or people, were to bring a Tictim,and harfaif 
coiidfessed their sin upon its head, to slay it as a sin-ofifiering, 
and when further, we read that on the great day of atOBement, 
the High Priest laid his hands upon the head of the lire 
goat, and confessed all the iniquities of the chUdren of 
Israel, and all their transgressions in all their sins, 
putting them upon the head of the goat, and tlie goat 
shall bear upon him all their iniquities, we condude 
without any hesitation that an ofi^ng for sin carries ain 
away, bears and suffers for the sins of others, transfers to 
itself their burden, and expiates their guilt. Of courae, 
the offering for sin included propitiation also; but to tiiat, 
as considered already, I do not refer again. Besides Vbe 
notion of propitiation, it included also that of bearing 
guilt, and this transference of guilt was the means of pro- 
pitiation. If your Lordships will refer to the work of 
Archbishop Magee on the Atonement, you wifl see 
the form prescribed to be used by sinners on presenting 
their sacrifice as described to us by Jewish writers. The 
iBdiTidual was to say, " O God, I have sinned, I hare done 
perrersely, I hare trespassed before Thee and done Hiia. 
Lo, now I repent and am truly sorry for my misdeedta. 
Let, then, this rictim be my expiation.** These last words 
were accompanied by the action of laying hands on the head 
of the Tictim, and were considered by the Jews to be equiv- 
alent to this, ** Let tlie evils, which in j ustice should have &lien 
upon my head be transferred to this Tictim.'"^ It is im- 
possible to enter at great length into the proof of this point; 
but I think that there can be no doubt as to the meaning 
of the term, offering for sin, regarded as a phrase of Juda- 

* See also Buroet on the Articles. Article ii. 
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UniyOrthatthiB netniDg, whatever it may be, has beeA 
traaiferred from /ncUdem to OmBtaxoity, and may be 
tdoen from the New Teetement as being uaed by the saaed 
writers to azplain thenatnre of oar Lord's work. If the 
tranefeienoe of sin wss figurstiyely represented in Uie 
«eiemoaies of Judaism, it cuinot be dispnted that an aotaal 
transference of evil from man to man's redeemer was aoti^ 
al^ effected by our Lord's atoning sacrifice. As BaUer puts 
it, '' The sacrifice of Christ was in the highest degree, ai^ 
with the most extensive influence of that eflElcacy for ob- 
taining pardon of sin which the heathens may be supposed 
to have thought their sacrifioes to have been, and wlnda, the 
Jewish sacrifices really were in some degree, and wtth 
-ngud to some persons." 

It has been said, indeed, and if I remember right, 
ike Bishop of Natal has renewed the old objection, 
tiiat all such phrases are mere aUnsions to the Mosaic 
law, and that to treat them as having any reference 
to Christ is to carry Christianity back into the dead 
Ibrmalities of Judaism. I say, therefore, that " our Lord's 
offering was not built upon the Jewish sacrifices. That 
which happened was exactly the reverse. The offerings of 
the law' were built upon the offering of Christ; they were 
the type of a future reality, wiiich cast its shadow before- 
head on the Jewish nation." In the words of Bishop 
Botler, ** The law was a shadow of good things to come, 
and not the very image of the things. The priests that 
<atter gifts according imto the law serve unto the example 
and riiadow of heavenly things, ie., theLevitical priest- 
hood was a shadow of the priesthood of Christ, in like 
manner as the tabernacle made by Moses was ae- 
oording to that showed him in the mount. The 
piieethood of Christ and the tabernacle in the 
momit were the originals: of the former of which the 
Levitical priesthood was a type; and of the latter the taber* 
nade made by Moses was a copy. The doctrine, tiien, of 
the Epistle to the Bomans plainly is that the legal saeri- 
fiees were allusioos to the great and final atonement to be 
made by the blood of Christ; and not that this was an 
allusion to those." 

Having shown, then, that the word *' propitiation " 
is fitted to describe the;belief in two things (1) that 
<3M was angry on account of sin, and (2) that our 
Lord removed this anger by what He did when h&\^ ^tn. 
earth; having shown, also, that «acEl&o& Iot ava^ \ix^^^\^% 
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in Uself propitiation, denotes, besides, vicarious suffering 
mnd^the removal of guilt by transference of punishment, — I 
have to show that these oonceptioDS cannot be excluded 
from these expressions as applied to our Lord without 
distinct opposition to the Church's fnith from the first ages 
to our own day. And your Lordships will bear in miod^ 
asaconsequenceof that which has been proved already, 
that anything which proves that suffering for man's sin 
iras held as a doctrine covers tlie idea of propitiatiouv 
because that idea is a part of the wider and more inclusive 
thought. 

In the first place, I would invite your Lordships' 
attention to the clear evidence for the belief in these aspects 
of the doctrine of the atonement which the early liturgies 
supply. If it be true, as has been stated already, that men 
were more occupied in living upon the doctrine than in 
speculating on its more abstract character, this is just the 
kind of evidence which we should naturally look for. And, 
indeed, it is hard to understand the very meaning and 
purpose of that chief ordinance of our religion, which gave 
their whole form and substance to the older liturgies, if we 
shut out from our idea of it those doctrines which the 
Bishop of Natal denies. Why should men feed on the 
symbols and memorials of our Lord's passion if that passion 
had not the most immediate bearing upon them, and if it 
was not to be made over to them, and to impart to faith- 
ful men forgiveness of their sins? Why plead before the 
throne the Saviour's sacrifice if it did not propitiate the 
Pather? Why feed on its memorials if they are not the 
signs and instruments of life? But without insisting upon 
this farther, I would refer to certain portions of certain 
ancient liturgies, in proof that the Churches which used 
these liturgies prayed to God in this faith. (Here reference 
was made to several ancient liturgies,, as translated in 
Neale's Eastern Church.) With these passages before 
US, taken from most ancient liturgies, there need be 
no hesitation in asserting that the passage from the 
Consecration Prayer in our own Service, which we 
have quoted in the articles of accusation, though of me- 
disBval origin, breathes the very spirit of the first ages, 
and differs from the ancient liturgies only in form of words. 
Nor is it only in the spirit of its language that the Eucharistic 
Service of our Church bears witness to the ancient faith. 
The preface for Easter, which contains the words, " He is the 
very Paschal Lamb which was offered for us, and hath taken 
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away the sin of the world, who by His death hath destroyed 
death,*' is a clear exposition of doctrine, and it dates from 
the fifth centnry, being as old as the Sacramentary of 
Qelasius, from which it passed into the English Missals, 
and thence into the Service of our Reformed Church. If I 
do not refer to the Gloria in Excelsis, that most ancient 
hymn of Eastern origin, it is only because it uses the very 
words of Holy Scripture, when it addresses our Lord as the 
Lamb who takes away the sins of the world. While 
I am speaking of liturgies, I may notice a petition 
in the Litany, which has a direct bearing upon the 
question which we are now considering. That petition runs 
tiius: " Neither take Thou vengeance of our sins. Spare 
US, good Lord, spare Thy people, whom Thou hast re- 
deemed with Thy most precious blood, and be not angry with 
us for eyer." The import of this petition can hardly admit 
of any question. It deprecates Divine vengeance. It prays 
God not to be for ever angry. It speaks of the blood of 
Christ as the cause and means of our redemption. And 
this petition is older than the days of Anselm, and prior to 
what the Bishop would describe as the modern era of the 
doctrine. It* originally formed an anthem in the Sarum 
Breviary, which was compiled by Osmond, Bishop of Salis- 
bury and Chancellor of England, about 1085, eight years 
before Anselm was made archbishop. So that even if it 
does not owe its origin to a still remoter period, it cannot 
be regarded as the product of that new mode of thinking 
which Anselm is supposed to have brought into the 
Church. My Lords, I do not think it necessary to trouble 
you with father reference to this branch of evidence, 
though I have by no means exhausted the testimonies 
which the Frayer-book might bring forward upon this point. 
I proceed now to the testimonies of learned men who 
have weighed the testimony of the Fathers, and whose state- 
ments upon a matter of this nature are worthy of the 
highest credit. I have already quoted Neander. I adduce 
from the same author another passage, part of a paragraph 
which has it for its object to show that the ancients be- 
lieved our Lord to have suffered not only on behalf of us, 
as the Bishop of Natal teaches, but as a substitute, in our 
stead.* I quote these passages not only to show what was 
thought by St. Ireneus, Origen, and St. Justin Martyr, 
but also to show the result of his examination of 

* See Neander, Bohn's Edition, 2, 384-387. 



tbe l^aOmm 119011 the Itstsed iuilotiui, and to settieiHe 
snmrXiotddiqM HieftaitinuaQr of one ntfao was ao eqMcttl 
lowmt 0f dqpoiK, neipectng <the doetrtne of Mir ■tiinnmnl 
m hM hy ihe ^arly CSiciich. I would refer joia I^onl* 
flid^iiext to H^genhach*! fiistorf «f Dectnoes, CladE^i 
traaiUtioii, pages 173— 176, 354— 356. In reference to 
tiienote en i»age 178,1 may remark that it faraiiheB^te 
true ^explanation of the mistake which the Bishop nf 
Nated has committed when he describes the doctrine of 
▼iearions suffering as a modem dogma. The noyeb^is 
in the word *' satisfaction." That word, or at least theMl 
devc^pment of the idea of vicarieas satisfaction, is im^ 
qnestkmaUy new. But it is simply absurd to hdng the 
ofaacge of norelty against the wk<Me doctrine of yleaiioiis 
sufficing. Its truth or falsehood may admit of discussien, 
but its antiquity can be established by most ample prooik 
But in the remarks of Hagrenbach, and in the passagea 
which he quotes, to which 1 cannot stay to refer furrier, 
y our Iiordships will find abundant data for arriving at A 
Qondusion 4is to the taith and opinions of the Fathers of tibs 
Church. I would also refer to pages 341—346 of Axcli- 
Ushop Thomson's Essay in the <'Aids to Faith." Bnfe 
especially I would ask your Lordships* attention to the 
dismsnon of this subject in the lectmres of Professor BUaL 
The professor has handled the question with his usual 
lesnung and rigour, and I would read to your Lordshipa 
oertain portions of his lecture and several extracts from tibe 
Facers which he quotes. (Blunt*s Lectures on the Eady 
Fathers, 518, 531.) Your Lordships will perceive thii 
time would not admit of more detailed argument ,of lihia 
nature, or allow me to select passages out of the numliiBr 
of those copious extracts to which these several AUtho^ 
ties will lead those who are disposed to follow them. 
It is sufficient, therefore, if any doubt exists upon yonr 
Locdships' minds, to indicate the sources from wMdh 
yon may at once obtain the fhllest information. The 
learning of those whose testimony has been quoted 
admits of no osrU, and I may well be content 
to lea^e the question of antiquity in their hands. 

The Creeds have not as yet been noticed, but it is im- 
poisStte to pass them wholly by^ It is admitted that while 
their leal meaning is imquestionable, they do not ^eak on 
this matter in isnns which would refute objectors ; and that 
for the best of all reasoa8,-^because occasion had not yet 
been afforded for precise definition upon this point. At the 
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sametime taken, in connection with the liturgies and with the 
teowxi: doctrine of the Church aa taaght hy the andenfi 
Iliahersi we caor have no heaitatioir ia dedaring tiiat when 
tfte liS^stlJH' CSwed speaks of onr Lord aa suflbring and 
dyfioil^ and when the Mcene Creed states that Be was 
«^Gtecified ibr na nnder Pontius Pilate, sufi^ied, and' was 
feoited,'' and when the Athanaaian Creed declares that '* He 
§aOsnd for our salTation,"— these sereral assereratSinia are 
to be taken as affirming that we owe to Him sidTation, 
ttet the chastisement of our peace waa laid upon Him, and 
that by His stripes we are healed. 

With regard to the term <* satisfsustion/' I have only 
time to state that it differs in no essraitial manner fhrai' the 
anre ancient and sacrificial terms which hare already been 
eooaidered. It states in the language of general ethics the 
truth which the Scriptures usuiUly designate in langnwe 
wiiieh is derived from Jewish sacrifice and ceremoniaL Ihe 
term <' sacrifice " impUes the restoration to God's fiiTour of 
tliose who have been alienated from God by sin. The term 
'^satis&ction'* implies the payment of a debt which we hare 
no means of paying,— a debt of punishment for sin, or of 
obedience to compensate for former disobedience. But upon 
this subject I shall content myself with referring your 
Lordships to the explanatory statements of Archbishop 
Thomson.* 

It has been shown, then, that the doctrine which the 
BMiop of Natal impugns is ancient. Let me now show tiiat 
tiie negations which the Bishop opposes to it are 
iiew,-Haew, and therefore Mse,— false, and therefore new. 
The Arian and Nestorian controversies show us, as 
a quotation from the Aids to Faith has already indicated, 
that such opinions as those which the Bishop of Natal 
liaa promulgated are never &r distant when errors 
tOQcfaing our L(urd's natures or personality come to light. 
But if the seeds of error were sown by Arius, it was not 
till the days of Abelard, who was a youth when Anselm 
waa made archbishop, that the error ripened, and bore 
ita fruit. It isinAbelard'a writings that I have first fbund 
the expression which has been brought into our Article 
n. from the Augsburg Confession, and while he uses it as a 
mode of speech with which men were then familiar, and 
therefore shows, I think, that it was even then accepted as 
the ordhiary mode of expressing a doctrine, he ol^ects to 

See Aids to Faiitf pagjea 349^*351; 
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the doctrine which it expressed. ** How could God become 
lecoDciled to man by the death of His Son? " Abelard's 
opinions, as contained, bjr the way, in a commentarf on the 
Epistle to the Romans, as well as in other writings, were 
the same as would now be called rationalistic. His views 
upon Scripture were of that class which, looking mainly to 
the human element, and overlooking the Divine, is disposed 
to treat the Bible in much the same way as any common 
book. And on the doctrine of redemption, he looked upon 
our Lord's passion and incarnation as '* simply a manifesta- 
tion of Divine love, and referred everything to the subjective 
impression wrought upon the minds of men by this love." 
His own words are, "Every person becomes more just, that 
ismorefuUof love to God, after the sufferings of Christ 
than before them, because every one is more inflamed by 
benefits bestowed than by benefits hoped for." He says 
also, " Redemption is that greatest love enkindled in us by 
Christ's passion;" and, "The entire life of Christ was 
directed to the great end of enlightening and instructing^ 
and of exciting to love by the manifestation of the love of 
God." Such was Abclard's teaching, and your Lordships 
will at once perceive that in its main features it is the view 
which is based upon Arian theology, and which writers of 
the Socinian school have more completely developed in 
later times. I do not say this to awaken prejudice. I 
simply state a fact. It is impossible to read the statements of 
expositors upon Article ii, or the opinions of Bishop 
Pearson upon reconciliation, as contained in his work upon 
the Creed, Article x, or the arguments of Professor Blunt 
as already quoted, or any other writers who discuss these 
questions, and not perceive clearly that the teaching of the 
Bishop of Natal on the subject is essentially Socinian. His 
opinions, indeed, burn with a glow which is not usually 
found in writers of that cold school of theologic moralists, 
but the halo of mysticism cannot disguise their true nature 
or hide from us the painful certainty that our Lord, in his 
opinion, is only a great teacher. I should rejoice if I could 
say for certain that he believes him to be the Son of God. 
[And what, my Lords, — what is the damning flaw in this 
opinion ? It is this. It omits the necessity for death which 
sin imposed. It rejects tne infinite merits of the divine 
vicarious, propitiatory sacrifice. Upon this subject, I will 
quote a portion of the answer of St. Bernard; all of it is 
well worth reading. It is thus that he replies to Abelard 
(Milner, 3, 366): "As far as Inhiin lies,he who attributes the 
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glory of redemption not to the cross of Christ, but to his 
t>wn holy conversation, renders void and of none effect the 
mystery of the divine dispensation. But, God forbid that 
I shQuld glory save in the cross of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
in whom is our salvation, life, and resurrection. I see, 
indeed, three capital objects in this work of our salvation- 
first, the form of humility, by which the Son of God made 
Himself of no reputation; second, the measure of love, whidi 
He extended even to the death upon the cross; and third, 
the mystery of redemption, in which He suffered death. 
Ihe iwojormer, exclusive of the latter ^ are as if you painted 
on a vacuum. Great and necessary, indeed, was the example 
of humility; great and worthy of all acceptation was the 
example of His charity; but remove redemption, and these 
have no ground to stand upon. I would follow the humble 
Jesus. I would embrace with the arms of love Him who 
loved me, and gave Himself for me; but I must eat the 
Paschal Lamb. Unless I eat His flesh and drink His blood 
I have no life in me. Neither examples of humility nor 
displays of charity are anything without redemption," 
Such was St. Bernard's mode of dealing with this controversy. 
Abelard could speak of our Lord's love and our Lord's 
humiUty, and these were essential parts of that sacrifice 
which had obedience for its active side and living princi- 
ple. But the suffering may not be forgotten. Mere obedience 
-could not put away sin. Obedience must be joined to death. 
Our Lord was '^ obedient unto death," and in death. Death 
is sin's penalty, and in order that the penalty may be com- 
pletely paid, the person who pays the penalty in. man's 
nature must also be the Son of God. It is true, ray Lords, 
that this side of the doctrine, and the facts of substitutiozi 
and propitiation, which are connected with it, may some- 
times have been treated in too exclusively narrow, and, 
therefore, in a hard and repulsive way. Taken by itself 
without its correlative doctrines, and presented in a form 
which is too naked and bare, this side of the truth may 
have exhibited our God and Father in the light of a vin- 
dictive Sovereign, who found His pleasure not so much in 
the consummate holiness and glad obedience, as in the 
suffering agony of His incarnate Son. I will not say that 
some views and some statements of this doctrine have not 
been open to objection, or undeserving of some such charge 
4nd imputation — true, yet too starched, and too rigid, and 
narrow in the form and expression of this signal manifes- 
tation of divine love and truth; but vra cb^umqX ^^^t\ V^ 
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lose one least portion of the great whole; we cannot refuse' 
Mholdthat God,€hoiig^aU lore^and though the authat 
andosighiof our talTatioOy needed tiie aati i & cti en cf His- 
own truth, regniced to be profntiated. It is tme that tfat 
propitiation goes on within the Diyine nature, emanjfcthig 
fiPMn God the Pather, brought about by God the Son, and 
thai God lores &is Son, eren while he ia angry with Hioi 
for our sakes. But we cannot allow it to be said that Gai 
waa not angry, and was not i^peased by punishment. Tkt 
dlTines of the middle ages, however much th^ may hate 
dwdt on other sides of this yaat truth, never forgot tlie 
side of punishment. Christ, says Aquinaa, <';mu8t take^^on 
Himself that punishment which is the termination of idl 
oth^, which virtually contains all other in itself,— -that it 
'dMth." What has been thought by the divines of the 
Befonuation and the succeeding period upon this topics it 
is superfluous for me to mention. To show that the 
notion of reconciliation involves that of appeasing, in the 
estimation of English theologians, I shall quote a few 
authorities.* Indeed, so important has this side of truth 
appeared, that it has almost appropriated to its^ the 
name of the atonement. And it has justly been re- 
garded as a test of orthodoxy upon the subject of our 
Lord's Divinity. It cannot consistently be denied by any 
who acknowledge Jesus as the Son of God. 

And now, my Lords, I am able to conclude my argument on 
this our first point la .dealing with the Bishop of Natal'a 
opinions, I have not thought it necessary to set forth thedoo- 
trine of the atonCToent in all its many bearmgs, or upon all its 
many sides. Had I attempted to do this I must have oc- 
eupied your Lordships for even a longer time, and I believe 
to no purpose. I must have endeavoured to show its rda- 
tion to the incarnation of our Lord and to that whole 
« cycle of ideas relating to Christ's headship, and to the 
unity of our nature as common to Him and us," whidi 
issues and culminates in it.' But to treat the question thus 
was needless. It was sufficient to show that certain thoughts 
and conceptions were an essential portion of the doctrine, 
and that to reject them was to oppose the fiuth of Chris- 
tendom, and to impugn the Catholic Articles and Formicaries 
of the Eoglish Church. I believe my Lords that this has 
been done. It has been shown that terms applicable and 

* See Browne on the Articles, pages 74, 75; Pearson on the 
Creed (Oiford Edition), page 430, and Archbishop Magee. 
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applied to this doctrine in our Cliarch*s Articles. — Sacrifice,r 
propitiation, satisfaction—denote that God was angry on 
secount of sin, which is a great evil and a great insult to 
Bis Majesty, and that the work of His Son. in our fleshy 
vbo freely and lovingly offered Himself to be our Sayiour, 
Appeased His just wrath, satisfied His honour, and, as St. 
Bernard has it, '< quenched His thirst, not for His Son'» 
blood, but for Man's salvation/^ It has been shown, also^ 
and shown, I think, conclusively, from the Liturgies, Creeds,i 
and Fathers of the Church, that the truths which these 
vords contain have been handed down from Apostolic ages, 
and are part of that inheritabce of faith wliich must be 
dung to as we cling to life. »It has been shown, further^ 
that the opinions of the Bishop of Natal, excluding from 
the doctrine of the atonement all propitiation and all thai 
if called vicarious, agree essentially with those of Abelard in 
the 12th century, who was condemned for them by a 
Oallican council; and of Sucinus and his kindred in later 
limes. The Bishop admits the humility and the love of the 
atonement; but he denies that our Lord appeased £Qa 
Father, or bore man's punishment and suffered in man^s 
stead. How, then, will your Lordships deal with these 
opinions of the Bishop? Will you allow him, as a Bishop 
of the Church, to deny this cardinal doctrine? Will you 
aoffer him to proclaim that God is all mercy and no justice? 
Will you permit him, with all the weight of influence 
which his position (^ives him, to teach that God does not 
Ibel anger because of sin, and that our Lord was never made 
a curse for sin, never suffered for us? Is teaching such as 
this within the limits of toleration? Is a commentary like 
Ifait upon St. Paul's Epistle to the Romans to be the 
Qospel which shall convert the Kafirs of Natal? My Lords^ 
it is not for me to instruct yonr Lordships in your duty» 
and I look with confidence to your wisdom in judging upon 
tills matter. But I maintain that the opinions which yoa 
arenow to judge are rank with heresy. The Articles ol 
our Church are contradicted by them. The prayers of our 
liturgy, and of liturgies more ancient than our own, are 
lemignant to them. The Creeds implicitly condemn . thenk. 
The Christian world, divided on so much besides, agrees ia 
Ifei repudiation of them. They are astain upon your own office.. 
Tbey bring reproach and scandal upon this infant Cburdu 

n. 

I proceed now to the second poiot. ll "haA \^e»i iSi^itsvxu 
at 1 hOiere, that the Bishop of Natal \s iii «tioT xxuraa^^A 

1 
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doctrine of the atonement, and that the opinions expressed 
hy him on that subject contradict the &ith of all ages, and 
are repugnant to certain Articles and Formnlaries of oar 
Church. I have now to endeavour to prove that on the 
questions connected with the[reception and appropriation of 
the Sacrifice of Christ bj those who are to derive advant- 
age from it, he is no less certainly in error, contradicting 
at least three of our Articles as well as portions of th^ 
Catechism, and contravening both the letter and the spirit 
of the Baptismal Services and of certain Collects specified 
in the articles of accusation which are before your Lord* 
ships. 

My Lords, the sacrifice of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
understood in all the fulness df the truth which that word 
indicates, is the sole meritorious cause of man's salvation. 
But I need hardly say that while everything in the way of 
merit and everything that is needful to procure grace is 
done for us, before what is done by Christ can be availing 
to us, something must follow on the side of man, some- 
thing must be done by us. Those merits of Christ which 
are the ground and cause of salvation, existing, as in them- 
selves they do, out of man and apart from him, must in 
some way be made over to him and appropriated by him. 
The doctrine of justification is thus the counterpart of the 
doctrine of the atonement, and as they are inwardly 
related to each other, so the opinions which are held upon 
the one must colour the view which is taken of the other; 
irnd we mnst expect that error on the subject of atone- 
iuent will appear again in a new form, though in its old 
substance, when we discuss that application of the atone* 
ment which makes the sinner just. 

Now this matter is not without its difficulties, and theolo- 
gians like y ourLordships are well aware that j ustification and 
lianctification, in their relations to each other, and many 
other questions, connected with the subjects of faith and 
holiness, have awakened controversy, and excited con- 
siderable disputes and difi*erences. But these questions are 
only distantly related to the points which I have now to 
consider and discuss. The Bishop of Natal, as it appears 
to me, differs from all schools, and from all known opinions. 
AH schools of Christians— at least all schools of Christiana 
whiflh are orthodox upon the|subject of our Lord's Divinity — 
are agreed, I believe, in thinking that faith in some way 

f recedes our justification and is a necessary condition to it. 
Q like manner, there are certain broad viewa and princi- 
/Jes Dj>oo the subject of &itii itself whioh itfe wJUbin tiie 
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• tolerably open and clear before ns, and I may proceed in 
my argument without feeling that any of these controverted 
questions are at all involved inlthis particular discussion. 

It is agreed, I believe, that faith is that high kind of virttie 
irfaich we usually call a grace. It is one of that trinity of 
graces— faith, hope, and charity— which are the special 
product of Christianity, and the peculiar gift of God's good 
Spirit. It is not less generally admitted that, being a virtue, 
. it is a virtue which is most intimately connected with a 
eight state of conscience and heart. But, strictly speak- 
ing, it is a virtue of the intellect. That it is a virtue of 
the mind may not be at once deducible from the express 
terms of Scripture; but I may refer to Bishop Pearson as 
embodying the sense of Scripture, when he says: " Belief 
I define to be assent to that which is credible, as credible;" 
and, again, ''Faith is a habit of the intellectual part of man." 
And Uooker uses like language: ''Though faith be an 
intellectual habit of the mind, and have her seat in the 
understanding" — v. 63, 2. Jackson speaks in the same 
■way, calling it an assent to something as true. Arch- 
bishop Laud defines it as a mixed act of the will and under- 
standing. The Heidelberg Confession thus speaks, " rum 
■tantum notitia sed fiducia in corde accensaJ" The Helvetic 
'rCon&ssion, " evidensac conatans anima assenstis." The homily, 
•too, upon salvation calls it a virtue. Faith is, in fact, an 
t active state or habit of the human mind when Divine truth 
ia set before it and is received with welcome by a spiritually 
enlightened heart. Such is faith. What, then, is justification? 
AaT have said before, I avoid all nice distinctions, and take 
my stand upon the broadest ground. It is the condition of 
those who have firom God the righteousness of Christ. 
Wlienever the atoning work of Christ is applied 
< to them and made over to them, those who have it are 
juftified. Whether it be an act, as some have held, tiUdpg 
'fUsLCe at one moment, and not repeated; or whether 
it be a state, as its connection with faith would indicate 
that it must be, I do not now ask or attempt to deter- 
mine. I only mean to affirm that, when we say that .a 
.man is justified, we mean that he stands before Godas 
one for whom the work of Christ avails, accepted by God 
the Father for His Son's sake. And if we put together 
> these two thoughts, and say, as St. Paul says, that maa^s 
"^justified by fiuth," we mean, of course, that faith add 
jvftjfication go together; faith going befoi^^ tsaSiXi %K!QaCv% 
«i an instmzaent^ Faith is thua ^e condi^oxi m^^'^^* 
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wbich jnstiflcation cannot be. He vbo baa faitb may 
jiOBBibly not be justified; but, certainly, be is not josti- 
iied wbo baa not faith. If justification by faitb means 
any tbing, it means that God receives no man, saves no man^ 
unless tbat intellectual virtue or babit of mind, as Pear* 
8on, Hooker, Jackson, and otbers call it, bas gone before bis 
acceptance, and been instrumental to it. Of course, when 
tbis is said, it is not implied that notbingmore is necessary. 
Bepentance goes along witb £Eiith in tbe introduction of a 
sinner to His God. And baptism is tbe means of bis 
admission into the Christian covenant, and to fellowship 
with tbat mystical body wbicb is tbe Cburcb of tbe 
Bedeemed. If tbe wbole process were described, I suppose 
tbat we should speak of it thus. — ^A heathen hears tbe 
truth preached, and believes it; believing, be confesses 
his sins and repents of them; repenting, be is allowed 
openly and formally to confess his faith before God and 
man ; and, through the gift of tbe Holy Spirit, be is ad- 
mitted by means of baptism into the Christian Church, 
and into fellowship with the society of God. We may 
have some difficulty in awarding to each of these steps tbe 
word which most properly describes it^ but each of them bas 
8ome part to play in his progress into that condition ia 
which he is considered just. Bepentance is the prepan^ 
tidn. Faith is tbe instrument of bis salvation. The Holy 
Spirit is the effecting agent. Baptism is the means hj 
which life is imparted to him. The Cburcb of Christ is 
tbe congregation or company of faithful men in fellowship 
with whom he finds life. I do not profess now to deter* 
mine the exact connection in wbich repentance, faith, 
the gift of tbe Spirit, and tbe Church stand to that 
act or state which we denote as justification; but I 
simply mean to say that all are more or less nearly 
associated with it, and that a justified man stands in 
some close relation with them, and especially with faith, by 
which he is justified. 

This, at any rate, is what we gather from the 
Ebrmularies and Articles which we recite as contravened 
^ tbe opinions of the Bishop. The Collect for Grood 
Sriday represents tbe unbelieving world, — Jew, infideV 
heretic— as in a lost condition, ignorant and hard in heart;, 
and the Church as that fold in Christ in which they may 
find a home. Tbe Catechipm represents man by nature as 
riuful, and a child of wrath; repentance and faith as requi- 
site to his adoption into God's family; baptism as tbe means 
cf 2uM adoptioai and his new state into which heisthns 
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brought as a state of salvation. The Baptismal Sendees 
treat of a coTenant in wliich God from love bestows favour, 
but requires faith as the ground of tenure upon which its 
privileges are held. The Creeds speak of a Church, of the 
oommuuion of saints, and of baptism as closely related to 
fin^giveness; while the Creed of Athanasius declares ex- 
pressly, " Whosoever will be saved, before all things, it is 
necessary that he hold the catholic faith.*' Articles xi, xyhi, 
zix definitely and formally embody the same views of 
doctrine. Article xi virtually tells us that faith is the 
instrument by which tiie merit of our Lord and Saviour 
Jesus Christ is made ours. Article xviii declares that belief 
in Christ's name is essential to salvation. Article xix defines 
the Church as a congregation of faithful men. This, too, 
is the clear testimony of the Homilies : *< Upon Christ's part 
justice, that is, the satisfaction of God's justice, or the 
price of our redemption. . . . Upon our part pure and 
lively faith in the merits of Jesus Christ.*' Again: "Kighte- 
ousness, which we so receive of God's mercy and Christ's 
merits, embraced by faith, is taken, accepted, and allowed of 
Ctod." And there are many like passages. My Lords, I be- 
lieve that the general import and meaning of these several 
flervices, symbols, and sermons is so evident that further 
comment is unnecessary, and I proceed at once to compare 
them with those extracts from the Commentary on the Epistle 
to the Romans, which differ from them as light from darkness, 
and night from day. 

I am fSEir, however, from presuming to say that I 
can show at all clearly wliat the Bishop actually 
teaches, or what he really iiicans. With no desire 
to be disrespectful to him, or to deny the force and clear- 
ness of his style, I am compelled to acknowledge that to 
gather a consistent scheme of doctrine, or an intelligible 
summary of opinions, out of the strange notions which he has 
heaped together, upon this topic, is quite beyond my power 
and skill. The passages selected by us are fair specimens 
of his teaching, and they and other passages assert such 
things as these following: All men, Christians, Jews, 
Turks, stand upon the same level before God. There 
is no difference between them— no important differ- 
ence. All are justified. God's gift of righteousness 
was from the first bestowed upon them. The whole 
of mankind (page 63) are recipients of God's grace in 
the Gospel. My Lords, let me call your attention to that 
word ** recipients.** That is to say, as he explains it, re^\iftr 
ration, a death unto fin and a new b'lilYi uvilo x\^\\a»'vs&- 
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ness, belongs to us from onr birth hour, that is, as men, by 
nature; " the whole brotherhood of man/' as he elsewhere 
phrases it (113), being members of Christ's Body; or, as he 
says again, in another place (1 13), being ** all related to the 
second Adam by a second spiritual birth, as they are by 
their natural birth to the first Adam;" or, as he puts it yet 
again^ ** a life unto righteousness is as much our inherit- 
ance, as human beings, from the second Adam as the sin in 
our nature was from the first." And fiirther (155, 156), h% 
distinctly implies that all men, as men, hare the Holy 
Spirit He speaks thus: *' If he had no living spirit giren 
him by union through Grod*s grace with the living head of 
the great human family." Taking these words in connec- 
tion with their context, I am unable to understand them in 
any other way. Now, my Lords, when opinions such as 
these are met with, the question naturalljcomes, — What, then» 
is the good of being a Christian? What is the difference 
between a heathen and a Christian? The Bishop answers 
thus: The Christian knows more. He is conscious of his 
privileges. He has a present joy in Ood. In actual state 
and condition, there is no difference between a Christian 
and an infideL Both are regenerate. Both are members 
of Christ. Both belong to God's family. Both have re- 
ceived the gift of righteousness. But the heathen for the 
present is in darkness. The doud of ignorance hides from 
hifti his blessedness while life lasts. Revelation has not 
made known to him his great privileges and fature happi- 
ness. In other words, the good which the Christian gets 
from Christianity, from the oracles of God, from the 
sacraments of grace, from the ministry of Christ, from the 
possession of the Church, nay more, from the gift of the 
Spirit, is a clearer knowledge in life, and the present joy 
and peace which this knowledge gives him. A knowledge 
such as this, severed as it is from all grace, is a mere intel- 
lectual possession. The Christian knows more in the most 
bare sense of the word " know;" that is all. We talk of 
Gnostics in the first ages. Have we no Gnosticism here? 
And this, my Lords, this is the doctrine of a Christian 
Bishop who has come from Christian England to preach to 
the savage African, and guide him into the way of life. 

Out of these opinions it is difficult to determine the view 
which his Lordship takes of justification. We might suppose 
that he considers it as the knowledge of God as made known 
in ^esus Christ Once he seems to define it thus : " He brings 
hometothem consciously the gift of righteousness." But then 
Jbe also speaks of the heathen as justified, ''though as yet 
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they ^eto it not;" and again, << though they may not know 
it."— 'Let me say, my Lords, tJiat in onr charge against the 
ffishop, in the articles, we intend that all these expressions 
shall he treated collectiyety, as expressing the Bishop's view. 
BiE view must he interpreted, not in its isolated parts, hat 
in its totalltj. — ^At other times he speaks of it as if it was 
a thing of degrees, and as if the Christian had that highest 
degree, which consists of knowledge, whereas others hare 
that lower degree, which has no knowledge in it. At page 
200 he nses these expressions,— '* adopted in that lower 
sense in which all mankind are adopted to he children of 
(ML" And then he goes on to speak of the higlier sense in 
which all Christians are said to be adopted, avouched, 
declared to he children of God. Again he says (207% 
'' He has called ns with a clearer voice than others." He 
speaks, too, of Christians as having the light of the sun. 
while others have but a feeble glimmering of light; and 
(209), commenting on the passage '* it is Grod who justifies," 
he says, " the spirit of these words is applicable to the 
whole human race. . . . But the Apostle's language is 
especially true of those who have received their Father's 
call in the Gospel, to come as chosen ones,and be consctousi^ 
embraced in His love;*' that is, to know that He loves them. 
One thing, however, admits of no doubt Whatever. He 
denies that faith is necessarily connected with justification^ 
fbr he says expressly (89), that the Apostle must not be 
supposed to mean that none are justified except they hare 
conscious faith,— that is to say, men may be justified with- 
out faitli. As to faith in this scheme, when St. Paul says 
that we are *< justified by faith," the Bishop of Natal is 
careful to assert (88) that he refers, not so much to the 
believer's subjective activity In laying hold of the promises, 
as to the objective existence of the promises themsdves. In 
^in words,— when St. Paul says that men are "justified 
by fEiith," he does not say that men are justified by faith, 
the virtue, but by tfie faith, the body of truth; as if we 
should thus speak, — men are justified by the creed; that is 
to say, whereas faith is a virtue, something in us, a state 
of our minds and hearts, and has for its object out of us, 
that body of doctrine in which we believe, the Bishop 
maintains that we are not justified by the virtue, but by 
the truth which is to be beheyed. The nature of his mis- 
take is evident. He confuses between the merits of Christ, 
which are the cause of our justification, and faith which is 
the instrument of our justification,— the virtue ot %TVSft Vj 
which it is made ours; and be demeB \ii^ cs2«.\«ur» ^ ^^i5» 
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instrnment bj gubstituting the cause. In other patsagee 
he takes another view oi faith. In page S9 it is implied 
to be comfort and peace of mind, a sense of God's loye, jof^ 
in God when conscionsly recognized as a reconciled Father. 
In 91 it is the peace which comes from a simple, childlike^ 
tniBtful dependence. Elsewhere, it is tfaie peace of God's 
children which passes understanding. On the whole, I 
l)elieye his view of faith to be this,— Faith is a feeling, a 
sense, peace. It is not a virtue, an actiye energetie 
habit or state of mind and heart, which influences the soul 
and brings it into a certain relationship with God; it is 
that feeling whicli is the consequence and result of know- 
ing God's love. Thus, in his view, justification— at least 
in the case of Christians— is a clear coosciousness of 
beiog saved; and faith is the peace which follows fh>m this 
consciousness. What justification is in the case of those 
who are not Christians I cannot pretend to determine. 
Certainly, in their case, it is not knowledge. 

Now, my LorJs, I shall not refer to St. Paul's 
language, who says, " Being justified by faith we 
have peace;" or show that peace, which is a feeling 
consequent on justification, cannot be the same as 
faith, a virtue which precedes it; for, as I have said 
already, we have now to deal, not with Scripture, but with 
those definitions of the doctrine contained in Scripture 
which are authority to us. But I will ask, is this the doc- 
trine of that Church whicli teaches in its Articles that we 
are "justified by faith?" Of course, we could expect no 
other teaching from one who had already stated that God 
was never separated from man, and that our Lord*s atooe- 
ment did not change man's state, — did not bring any real 
change into the relations which existed between man and 
God — but only clearly proved to Him his Father's love. If 
man's condition needed no change there was no need for a 
new heart and a new life, no need for such a disposition of 
heart and life as would lay hold on Christ's cross and draw 
the sinner to it, no need of a Holy Spirit to renew him, and 
of a Church or society of faithful men in which he might find 
a new Divine fellowship, instinct with the powers of the 
world to come. But then, my Lords, the Church of Christ, 
following the words of Holy Scripture, has always taught 
us that we need a new heart; that faith saves; that repent- 
ance and conversion are required from us; that baptism,^ 
following on faith and repentance, conveys and seals re- 
mission ; that the door of heaven opens only to believers, 
«nd that he who believeth nut is damned. 



My Lords, I maiatain that no wit of man, no sophli- 
tical reasoninert, no mystic subtleties, can bring swdi 
•ayings as these which I have set before joar Lord- 
ships into agreement with thti faith of the Church 
Catholic as expounded and interpreted for us in these 
i^rticles and Formularies of our Church. The Bishop 
teaches that men, as members of tlie human family, 
belong to Christ. He says this again and again. I 
moinlain that to teach this is to raise nature to (he leyel 
of grace. I maintain that if men, as men, belong to 
Christ, they do not belong to Christ by faith; they 
do not come to Christ in baptism; they are not saved 
by Christ's name; they do not find safety within 
the Christian Church. If Article xi has any mean- 
ing, it declares that faith is needful as applying to man 
the merits of Christ. If Article xvin means anything 
it declares that Christianity differs essentially and funda- 
mentally from Heathenism, Mahometanism, Judaism, and 
other anti-Christian forms of error, and that a profession of 
Christianity, if not all that is necessary to salvation, is, at 
least, a pre-requisite, without which no man can be saved. 
And if Article xix has any meaning, it declares that 
&ith is a leading characteristic of those who are members 
of that mystical body which is the Church of Christ. So, 
too, if the Creed is a true exponent of that which St. Paul 
calls the deposit of the faith, we must believe that there is 
a Church, a fellowship of holy persons — which, of course, 
involves the exclusion of those who do not believe and are 
not holy— and baptism is a sacrament which is closely con- 
nected with washing away of sin. Moreover, if the 
Catechism which we teach our children is any guide to us, 
we are born children of wrath — not memb'^rs of Christ, as 
the Bishop teaches, but children of wrath, and are made 
:the children of God in holy baptism. The theology 
of the Bishop — if that is to be called a theology which 
teaches things like these— is in direct antagonism, not only 
with these several statements, but with that whole view of 
truth which lies behind them, and which they express. 
The justification which he teaches is a term wnich has no 
r^meaning. For what can that riKhteousness be which bad 
and good, infidel and Christian, share alike? Faith, too, is 
nothing; for if faith is anything it is a virtue, and not a 
feeling, and to make it a feeling is to make it nothing. 
^Baptism also is nothing; for it is the sign of nothing, and 
the sign of nothing is nothing. The Church 1% tv^\.Vv\^<^\ 
the Holy Spirit Is AOthing— in iiact, Clox v%\\&xiv\^ \% XL^3ICD^^%« 
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R 28 easy, indeed, to understand tiie reasom whidi haiie 
led the Bishop to sweep from Christianity these several 
portions of the truth. If God is ahsolnte henerolence, as he - 
vonld teach; if lore ahsorhs into itself the whole Divine < 
natnre, and all that we are wont to call Divine attribntei^ 
he BHist at (mce get rid of faith; To allow that fiiith mwf 
go hefore righteoosness, and penitence before baptism, and^ 
hi^tism before salvation, would be to grant that Qod^s 
love, however large, works npon conditions; and he would 
have it unconditional. He cannot for a moment grant 
that God can make terms with man, or enter into covenant 
and agreement with him. Any coDditioiJS whatsoever are 
in some sense a restraint and limitation of the Divine love. 
It is true, na doubt— as I concede willingly— that we may 
ipeak of terms and covenant in too dry, and matter-of-faot, 
and business-like a way, forgetting that they are but 
human and imperfect modes of speech, applied to Divine 
and transcendent mysteries; and that, so speaking, we may 
bind, as it were, in chains of bondage the large and unfettered 
love of God. But language is our only instrumeot, and 
we must express in some form or other the nature of the 
Divine dealings with us. And, in the view of the Bishop, 
God so deals with man that He only loves man and makes' 
no conditions; whereas the Church has always held that 
God so loves man as to give him life in Christ, the mert- 
tofious cause; by faith, the apprehending instrument; 
through baptism, the outward means of inward grace; the 
Spirit intervening as the effecting agent, and the Church 
bdng that mystic company and divine society in which 
lifie is. But I believe that further argument on this point 
is needless. It has been shown that the opinions of the 
Bishop amount to a complete subversion of the Gospel, as 
commonly understood by all Christians. In fact, having 
before denied that our Lord removed sin by His atoning 
taorifice, the Bishop proceeds to show that nothing is 
needed upon man's side to apply to himself the work of 
the atonement and bring to his heart that fountain for sin 
and all uncleanness which springs and flows unceasingly 
for all believing souls. 

In the course of my argument I have not alluded 
to an objection which might, perhaps, be raised on 
this topic, and at which, indeed, the Bishop has himself 
hinted, or more than hinted, in more than one por- 
tion of his Commentary. I refer to that condemnation 
of the heathen and of other ignorant or unfortunate per- 
sons which the requirement of fsAUk as a condition of ' 
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aooeptance might at first sight seem to inTolve. The 
objection is not of any great weight, but I may call tlie 
attention of yonr Lordships to some remarks of Bishop 
Bomet which effectually meet the objection,* and to a 
saying of Dr. Arnold which clearly represents the truth. 
Dr. Arnold writes thus. I quote from Browne on the 
Articles (443): •'I hold it to he a most certain rule of in- 
terpreting Scriptnre, that it never speaks of persons when 
tUm is a physical impossibility of its speaking to them. 
. . . . So the heathen who died hefore the Word was 
spoken, and in whose land it was never preached, are dead 
to the Word; it concerns them not at all, but the moment 
it can reach them it is theirs and for them.'* Coleridge, 
too, has said, in reference to the text which forms the basis 
ofthe Article: *< From these premises we may deduce that 
every doctrine is to he interpreted in reference to those to 
whom it has been revealed, or who have had the means 
of knowing or hearing the same." He adds — ** If a theolo- 
logical dogmatist should attempt to persuade me that the 
text was intended to give us an historical knowledge of 
Obd*s future actions and dealings, I should remind him 
that the purpose of Scripture was to teach us our duty, 
not make us to sit in judgment on the souls of our fisllow- 
creatures."— Aids to Reflection, 165 (Ed. 1836). We need 
not, then, determine, as some of old thought, that to require 
fiUth is to condemn those who could not have it. Questions 
of that kind, however interesting, and even important in 
themselves, in no way directly concern us, except in so far 
as they may influence our zeal in making truth known to 
those who are in darloiess. The question for us, and the 
question with which the Bishop really deals, is this: On 
what terms will God treat with those who can know the 
Gospel? The Bishop's answer is: God treats you who 
know the truth precisely as he treats Jews, Turks, and 
Infidels. Youarenobetter off than they. You are in no 
more safe condition. You know more of God's love; and 
that is all the difi^nce. In other words, he brings the 
Christian down to the low level of heathenism. He would 
say, I suppose, that he lifts the heathen up to our level. And 
he is welcome to that mode of expression if he prefers to 
use it; but, to my mind, there is no difference between 
them. If the heathen and the Christian are in the same 
state, except in the matter of knowledge,— if they stand 
upon the same footing, and are accepted by God upon the 

*See Burnet, pages %\^>^U« 
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same terms, it is qaite immaterial to me wliether tlw 
Christian is said to be let down, or the heathen to be raised 
up. Either way a Christian is stripped of all his blessed* 
ness and all his privileges ; and while he is told of a Ioto 
iprhich embraces heathenism, he finds that the substance of 
grace is but a shadow, and all his hopes in God a bright, 
but delusive dream. With respect to the general meaning 
and import of Article xviii, I have not thought is 
necessary to occupy your Lordships' tune by references and 
quotations. I regard it as self-evident that it declares the 
Christian religion to be the only true and safe religion-, and 
that safety is generally found by none who do not believe in 
Ohrlst and enter His Church. Such has ever been the 
Church's doctrine, and such is the intention of the Article, 
as you will find it proved, if proof is necessary, in the 
comments of Beveridge and Harold Browne on this point. 
I contend, therefore, that your Lordships must con- 
demn the passages specified in this schedule, and that 
you must declare that the Bishop of Natal has taught 
heresy on the important question of justification by 
faith. If this doctrine be, as in the Churches of the 
Beformation it has commonly been held to be, a cardinal 
doctrine, " the artictdis stantis aut cadentis ecclesia,^* how 
^reat must be the error of him who does not merely with- 
hold from faith its proper place in relation to the Church 
and sacraments, but sweeps it from the province of the- 
ology, by changing it from a virtue into a feeling, and 
making it follow that of which it is, in real truth, the pre- 
<!eding and instrumental cause. I think it is impossible to 
doubt that faith is a virtue, and that, in order of thought, 
faith goes before, justification comes afi^er. It is essentiid to 
the Bishop's theory of love that justification should precede 
faith. Faith thus becomes a feeling, and the doctrine 
which St. Paul taught as so essenti^, vanishes into air, 
4ind becomes nothing. My Lords, I must maintain that 
teaching such as this is destructive of all religion. If this 
be faith, then faith is nothing; and where is religion when 
there is no faith ? ^ Without faith it is impossible to 
please God." And yet the Bishop tells us that those who 
cannot have faith stand on the same level as those who by 
faith see God. And what is that faith by which the saints 
see God ? It is a sense, a feeling. It is peace : so the 
Bishop tells us. M^ Lords, whatever faith is, it is not peace. 
And the Church will not allow the instrument to be confound- 
ed with the consequence, or faith to be confused with peace. 
The Church, however tolerant, however broad its limits, how- 
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yreposterous a doctrine^cannot tolerate so wild a heresy as thu^ 
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I proceed now to the third point, which, I need hardly 
•aj, is closely related to the secood, for the connection b^ 
tween the doctrine of justification and that of the sacra^ 
ments is so near and so obvious that I shall not delay your 
Iiordships even for a moment in proving it or pointing il 
out. Indeed, in discussing faith and justification, it has 
been found impossible to avoid some reference to baptism 
as the ordinance by means of which the gift •£ righteous- 
ness is visibly made over to us, assigned and sealed as ours. 

His Lordship's views upon the sacraments are of a most 
peculiar kind. At the same time, I believe that they are 
quite consistent with his opinions upon kindred subjects; 
and, indeed, it is clear that he was compelled to take up 
•ome such position in reference to them if bis ground was 
to be maintained on other points. 

Upon baptism his view is this: A death unto sin 
and new birth unto righteousness are necessary for 
man. But this change does not take place at the 
time of baptism or at any time which could in any 
way be supposed to be connected with man's spiritual 
history as distinguished from his natural history. 
It takes place at the very last period in which we should 
have looked for such a change, " at our very birth-hour;" 
at which hour, he says, we were joined to Christ, and 
made members of His body through gn^ace. And this gifl 
of God— union to Christ, with all its consequences — ^is not 
bestowed only upon certain persons, upon some members 
of the human family ; it is bestowed on all. All men obtain 
this inheritance firom the second Adam, as all men received 
a sinful nature from the first (127). Upon this point it is 
impossible to doubt his meaning. His statement is, that 
all men are ** related to the second Adam by a second 
apiritual birth, as they are by their natural birth to th9 
first Adam" (107). And whereas the objection might « 
naturally be made that our Lord spoke to Nicodemus as if 
he was not new born and needed new birth, the Bishop is 
Oftrefnl to meet the objection, and to inform us that we 
must not so think (166). He implies, in fact, that Nico- 
demus at that time was actually born again, lliat, then, ia 
the Bishop's theory. All men must be bom agam, and all 
men are bom again, born in their very birtli-\vcs<st« CysoXf^ce^ 
ponneouBljr. With birth there cotdai ii«^ Aa\^. ^^ ^^ 
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- side vith, the birth of nature— or perhaps I ought to a^y 
.identical with the birth of nature— comes the birtiii of grace. 
What, then, has baptism to do with new birth? It iaa 
sign and seal of new birth to Christians. It proves to 
tton their new birth. As, in his yiew, justification is the 
he^re knowledge of righteousness, the consciousness of being 
Hiade or connted righteous, the mere intellectual acquaint- 
ance with this as a &ct, — as thisis justification,— so baptism 
is the proof that a man is righteous. The Catechism sa^s 
that we are made the children of God in baptism. This is his 
way of understanding that expression (116). *' Made, that is, 
adopted, avoncbed, declared, taken formally to be what, in 
truth, we were before;" again (118), *^ makes us, adopts us 
vto be His children in baptism;'* again (200), "adopted, 
^Touched to be children of God, receiving each for himself 
personally in baptism a formal outward sign of ratification 
of that adoption which they had shared already indepen- 
dently of that sign, with the whole race." My Lords, it is 
somewhat difficult to believe one's own eyes and ears when 
one reads such things as these on the subject of baptism 
and new birth. But this is the Bishop's theory, expressed 
in very plain language, which leaves his meaning beyond 
all possibility of <]U>ubt. 

His object, indeed, is quite apparent. He is deter- 

. mined to keep clear of faith and ordinances. There 

isball be nothing to come in between the sinner and 

that love of God which shall pass to him directly, without 

•any mediating agency, and save him in spite of every 

.'internal obstacle which may come from the man himself. 

The man is to be saved nolens volens; not with the wHl, 

hut without will Without conversion of heart, without 

intelligence of mind, without faith, without anything on Jus 

side to meet, to welcome, to receive, to cherish God's love, 

• and without baptism, every gmanwho lives is to obtain 

.grace and to be made partaker of the powers of life. Theo- 

iqgians, as I need not tell your Lordships, well know that 

Jin all God's gifts to man there are, as it wexe, two sides in 

itlie transaction. There is God the giver, and man the 

;xeceiver. And in order that a man may receive and 

. aotnally possess the gift of God, his will must concur, his 

vjieart must cooperate, his mind must perceive. In shcnrt, 

iislth must intervene. But the Bishop, conftising between 

\ tke gift and the reception of the gift, which are two distinct 

'things,' and treating the objective grace and the suib- 

.joctive acceptance of grace as if they were identical, 

HHiirs (63), that Mailmen are rec^pi«n/«Qf God's grace Jn , 
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vthe Gospel;'' and again (64), that '^ ail toe partakers of the 
;4pft of life in the Gospel;*' and again, that the gift of life is 
Actually given to aU men. He means actually received hy 
:iill men. But of this more hereafter. 

I proceed to the Bishop's teachiog upon the other stera.- 
jnent. He says, what is quite true, that there is a gift in the 
■sacrament apart from the state of mind in the recipient, 
.meaning, of course, that we must distinguish hetween the gift 
ohjectively and the gift subjectively regarded, and that this 
gift is the Body and Blood of Christ, as is stated in the 
Church Catechism. But then follows the extraordinary 
>doctrine: This gift is given to us not only in the sacra- 
ment, but at all .times, and not to us only, to us who are 
.Christiuis, but to the whole human race. In &ct, all men, 
everywliere, are always having this grace, 'whether they 
hav£ ftfith or not, whether they know anything about it or 
not, whether they value it or despise it. 

At this point of the Dean's argument the Bishop of 
Graham's Town asked whether the Bishop of Natal dM 
not make a distinction between *' partaking" and ''feeding?" 

The Dean replied that he thought the Bishop of Natal 
did not make any distinction. But even if he did, it was 
immaterial, since the Bishop held that all had the blessing 
whether they partook £Euthfully of the sacrament or not. 
IThat was the sense in which he understood it; but he 
would think of the .matter and levert to it. 

Tiie Dean then continued: Such, my Lords, is the 
distinct teaching of that passage in the Commentary 
w^ch we present to you as heresy. The Bishop does not, 
you will see, deny, in express terms, that there is grace in 
the sacrament, andithat this grace enters into true rem- 
pients. He does not deny the clear doctrine of the Cate- 
chism that the Body and Blood of Christ are the inwarfl 
gxace of the sacrament. Bat admitting this, at least ift 
words, he asserts that this same grace is being always 
t^en in and received, and possessed by the whole humaa 
zaee, in all |ilaces, whether they are ignorant or wiie, 
whether they are bad or good, yes, and even by ^ose men 
whose lives are swinelike, ifien who trample this peasi 
beneath their &et and turn again and rend it. Ton wdM 
observe he holds that all men receive this, apply, apfmh- 
BEiBte to themselves, .possess, paxtake of this ^. M^ 
lords, it is diffieiilt to apeak woitfaout im^tientee^upon m$ 
extravagant a Aootikie^ wad, I mut ii^, so imidoiiB 4 
theory .as this. 



But let me endeaTonr to set forth the exact Datvze 
of the Bishop's error, at least as it appears to me: 

The Bishop teaches in the harest way that baptism 
is a mere form, a formal ratification of a gift previously 
Itestowed and bestowed on all persons. The new birth 
domes with nature, and I must add by nature, if it 
•omes to all as members of the human family^ 
«r, which is really the same thing, as men. I main^ 
lain, my Lords, that to hold, as the Bishop teaches, that 
new birth comes to all at birth, and eomes too, as at such 
a time it must come, by no intervening ordinance, no 
mediating channel, is distinctly to hold that it comes hy 
nfiture. This, I feel sure, admits of no doubt. What do 
we mean when we speak of nature as the antithesis eft 
grace? We mean that whole state of things pertaining to 
man, that whole moral condition of man, which lies beyond, 
outside, and independent of the mediating work of Christ, 
as God and man in one Person. And to speak of the 
mediating work as cotemporaneous and coextensive with 
man's natural condition, is to break down every distinction 
))etween grace and nature, and, by confounding grace with 
nature, to destroy the very existence of grace. 

This is a point of supreme importance, and I must say more 
about it. Our Blessed Lord took to Himself human nature 
tiiat He might be the medium of intercourse between God 
and man. Being perfect God from aU eternity, He became 
perfect man in time that He might be the ladder between 
earth and heaven, and the bridge across that gulf which 
iseparated sinful man from the All Holy God. And it is an 
axiom with all who believe that God became incarnate, 
■that no grace, no mercy, none of the blessings of redemp- 
tion, come to men, except by means of the one mediator 
.t)etween God and man, the Man Christ Jesus. The gifts 
and the properties of nature come to us Drom Adam the 
ihrst, but the gifts of grace come to us alone b^ Him who 
Ss the man from heaven. This, however, is what the 
Bishop teaches. All men, and all at birth, are born again. 
All men, as sonsof Adam— Jew, Turk, Infidel— without ex- 
eeption, have this gift of grace. I maintain, my Lords, that 
this is equiTalent to a distinct assertion that Adam is the 
channel of grace, that there is no need of a mediator be- 
tween God and man, that the first Adam gives, by the 
transmitted inheritance of nature, all the privileges of the 
Gospel, and all the blessings which God bestows on man. 

Moreover, what becomes of the sin of nature if we are bora 
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in «M« state offrmee? The Bishop's Tiews ii|Km orfginst 
sin Hre far from satisfactory; but we f<it, on consideriof 
tliem, that in certain portions nf his Commentary there was 
at least an appearance of orthodoxy in this particular, and 
tiiat charity might allow him the benefit of any doabt} 
bot I cannot help asking, in connection with this subject of 
the sacramt- nts, where is the sin of man's origin if his origin 
is thus so signally distinguished by marvellous gifts 'of 
grace? My Lords, if man is born in sin, he is not born in 
grace; and if he is born in grace, he is not born in sin. Ons 
and the same act, one and the same state, cannot make 
him a child of wratli and a child of srnce. To say that 
he is both, is nmply to say that words iiare no meaning. 
Be mnst be either the one or the other. If he is born in 
sin, and therefore a child of wrath, he is not born of grace 
and the cliild of God. If he is born of grace, he is not 
bom in sin. The Bishop is welcome to a choice between 
the two alternatives, but he cannot hold both; and if he 
chooses to maintain that every man is horn in grace, where 
is original iniquity? — if he chooses rather to maintain that 
every man horn of Adam is in his birth a dinner, where is 
this extraordinary doctrine tliat all from birth partake of 
grace? 

The Bishop indeed says that new birth comes trom 
union with Christ; but how is the union effected? Know- 
ledge does not teach about it, for they know nothing. 
Ordinances do not give it, for they liave no ordinances. 
Faith is not required for it. How dues it come? How is 
it given? How is the idolater, savage or civilized, born 
again in Christ? The Bishop can but say, grace is direct^ 
given. The Spirit of God directly communirates His gra- 
cious influences to every son of Adam upon the wide 
earth. And this, my Lords, is just what I object to as 
grievously heretical. It is a denial of that essential truth 
that our Lord is the sole mediator between God and man. 
It makes Adam a mediator. It identifies grace with 
nature. It is really pure Pantheism. Confusing between 
God and nature, it makes nature God. 

And ho«r, my Lords, how does this confusion between 
grace and nature agree with the Articles and For- 
molaries of ovr Church? How does it agree i^ith 
Article xxnx, quoted in the articles of accusation, 
which states that " Baptism is not only a sign of • 
profession and mark of difference, whereby Christian 
nwn aie discerned from others that be not c3zkt\%\»cv«^<t \ra^ 
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Ml ioBtniineiit, they that receive iMptism rightly are grafted 
into the Church; the promises of forgivenesi of iln, and 
of our adoption to be the sons of God by the Holy Ghoft 
are Tisibly signed and sealed." This Article, as I need 
hardly say, distinctly teach«*s that baptism is the meant 
by which we are engrafted into a Church and into 
relation with the promises of forgiveness, and affirma 
that the Holy Spirit effects our adoption into God's 
&mily. Baptism is here treated as the engrafting in- 
aimment, and the Church of Christ as that elected and 
privileged body in which those who are engrafted find 
fbrgivenesB and life. Or, again, how will this agree with 
the whole scope and meaning of the Baptismal Services, 
which both receive light from the Articles, and throw light 
npon tliem again ? The Baptismal Services are, of course, 
an embodiment of the Churcli's doctrine, and though I 
believe that this doctrine may be clearly established from the 
Articles and Catechism without referring to the Services, 
their testimony is at least illustratively valuable, if it is not 
even legally ojid formally of great and independent weight. 
I have not thought it necessary to raise the questions as to 
the basis upon which your Lordships* judgment must be 
fbunded in the case which is now before you. In England, 
the Privy Council has determined in like cases that the 
Articles are the exponent oitlie Church's doctrine, and that 
the Liturgy and Catechism can only be referred to on points 
which are undetermined by the Articles. In the present 
instance, I believe that the Articles are sufficiently explicit 
to prove the hereby, but I should wish to plead that the 
Services may be allowed to add their co-ordinate testimony; 
or, if this should not be conceded to them, that at tlie least 
they should be suffered to illustrate and confirm the truth. 
I ask, then, what is the witness of our Baptismal Services in 
refutation of the strange opinions which the Bishop of 
Katal maintoins ? In the opening address to the assem- 
bled congregation which has met together to ta'ke part in 
the solemn initiatory sacrament, the minister of Christ, 
standing at the font, and speaking in his Master's name, 
says : " I beseech you to call upon God the Father through 
our Lord Jesus Christ, that of His bounteous mercy He will 
grant to this child that thing which hy nature he cannot 
have.** If the object had been to select language which 
should utter a lormal and explicit contradiction to the 
Bishop's doctrine,language more contradictory could scarcely 
have been found than this. The Bishop, as we have seen, 
teaches that all men, as men, have at birth new birth, and 
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explains that new birth as being membership with Christ. 
The Service says distinctly »* that thing which by nature 
he cannot have/' and the thing is afterwards explained thus, 
— " that he may be received into Chri«t's holy Church, and 
be made a lively member of the same." The Bishop teachee 
that membership comes at birth — that is, by nature. Thld 
address teaches that membership and reception into Christ's 
Church is ** that tiling which by nature he cannot have." 
The contradiction between the two is absolute and explid^ 
To proceed with the Service. The second prayer asks that 
he may receive spiritual regeneration— clearly, of course^ 
implying that he is not then regenerate. The exhortation 
npOB the Gospel — which Gospel, of course, implies that the 
•hild has not yet come to Christ — treats the child as coming 
to obtain Christ's blessing. The thanksgiving is framed im. 
the same spirit. The prayer of consecratir>n asks that the 
child may receive grace. After the baptism the child is said 
to be regenerated, and thanks are ofl^red for regeneratioa^ 
reception, and incorporation into the Church. The lan- 
guage of the whole Service is utterly inexplicable on the 
notion that the child had been regenerated from its birth- 
hour, and implicitly, yet distinctly denies that nature could 
have imparted to him this gracious and mysterious gift. 
The service for private baptism is even more conclusively 
repugnant. The minister, having first ascertained that the 
child has been duly christened, thus certifies the fact: ''I 

certify that this child , being born in original sia, 

and in the wrath of God, is now by thelaver of regeneraticai 
in baptism, received into the number of children of God, 
and heirs of everlasting life; for our Lord Jesus Christ dotk 
Dot deny His grace and mercy to such infants." This lan- 
guage exactly agrees with that of the Church Catechism, 
which says: ''Being by nature born in sin and the childres 
of wrath, we are hereby m Ade the children of grace." Both 
suppose the child to be born in sin, and subject in birth to 
the Divine displeasure. Both treat baptism as instrumental 
te reception into God*s family, and the certificate conncets 
this grace and mercy with the mediating work of Christ. 
Is it possible, by any logic or any sophistry, to do awaj 
with the explicit contradiction between such teaching a«J 
the clear universation of the opposing statement? The 
service for adults is formed upon the same type, and, inter- 
preting our Lord's discourse with Nicodemus in a way 
which is not to be reconciled with the B'\aV\op*a ^qtmsi^Ql^ 
•n it, calls our partibnlAr attention to the tkece%«vt^ ol ^dai^ 
saarswebt where it may be had; precisely a» \Vi^C»XtiCi>Dk«». 
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8ti^tet» $hOi tHat^tte sMramentsiire gfetwrally-n cB W Hniy i m r 
neeettiftry* thnt is, where notlitngr intervenes to mftbe tlieiar 
reception nut p<»asible. And this suforests to me-anotlier*^ 
argument. If tliia yrrace. this new birth, ia given without 
the sacrament— before the SHcrarocnt, inilependently of the< 
sign — I n^ the Bishop's own Inngungein thif* last ex-pveiaioik.^ 
—if all per!(^i8, whateyer their state. knowledge,.pr4(fessiattA 
of religion have this grnce, why baptize any? The Btshof^. 
answern: To prove to them that they are born again, to f^v%* 
them their title-deeds. In short, the ministers of Christ arat> 
sinjply conveyancers, and the Church is simply an ofBceof' 
registraiion. Men like tol>eclear.in matters of import ano^ 
and when so great a thintr as an inheritance ni:ty bea4: 
stake they like to be assured that all is li^ht. Well, m^ 
Lords, I can under^itand this, and lean fully allow that thii. 
is one of many end^ whicli an ordinance like b^plisai' 
secures and accnmi)lishe8. But one thing I cannot under* 
stand. Wl»y prove an universstl jiift? The Bishop sayt 
this gift, is uriversal. Every roan lias it. Now we do noti 
Issue titles to gifts which all possess. Tl>e lawyers would:, 
be busy men if titis were a portion of thdr office, and tlie 
titles when we had got them would be hut bits of paper 
vUich most men would throw away. We do not give men. 
titles JO the use uf air. We do not sa)', "air i» a grea( 
blesving, and you may like to know tiuit you have a riuht 
to UFC your lungs, and enjoy this valu*«ble properly." Mea 
are quite aware of this, smd use tlieir right without having^- 
recourse to law and asking for a tiile to it. Men do not' 
ask for proofs of universal gifts. It is when a man re« 
ceives a good which others have not got, and when his*, 
claim may be disputed and denied, that he asiks for a*. 
title to possession. It is idle, T might even say it is pro* 
fune, to mock the Christian Wi'h empty signs and barren' 
instruments, if, alter all, he is oiJv to get by means of these 
what every cannibal in the Pacitic Sea has got with<»ufc: 
thtiui. I need hardly add that fieiith is an essential rtqui- 
site to new birth, at least where faith is possible. The- 
Baptismal Service is constructed upon this idea as its basis 
and foundation. Creeds, it is well known, had their first oriviii> 
in that profession of belief which has always preceded, 
baptism, and formed from the first a portion of that answer 
of a good conscience to which St. Peter refers in his firstr. 
Epistle, when he touches upon this sacrament. But, o£ 
course, there can be no faith bifore or at the birth-hoar*. 
And, indeed, as we haye seen already, faith it just^ 
off^ of iJuf§» tbingik wMch tUe fijyriu»iB^ oL IShasik, OMk 



4a no wiee admit into his -Bcheme of d««tr!iie, leit 
4te limit that all-awiiUowiag attribate of the Dhrine 
• %tiiev(4enGe whicii mutt exist not only supreme, bat 
'4ii:tc>litude, theona liniele quality of the Divhie -Being, 
'"'Wlileh destroys all barriers and all terms and comntions. 

Witti regard to the other sacrament, I consider that the 
^B^oection on the score of. confusion between griice and 
«Mtiire which I haye already ha*! oc(*ji8ioii to raise in con* 
■VMOlion with holy baptism applies al«o to the Biahop's 
«tlieory of the L >rd*s hupper. If all men partHke of the 
iBody and Bluod of Christ alwrays and everywhere, they do 
-4B0t!pArtMke of it-by any mians whicii c m in any way con- 
^eot tiieir partaking with ihe meJiating work of gra<se. 
^Baman nature is the channel in which the grace flows. 
<Adam is the person, the only person, in whom a universal 
^ft can have its origin. The Bishop of Naial may speak 
labout a seconi Adnm, but no second Adiim i^ needed in 
4iis scheme of man's redemption. If he is riglit, Adam is 
Hbe w(.rld*s redeemer. That a man shall be saved he needs 
but to be a man. 

But wiihi)Ut dwelling upon this further, except to 
<^ate that tiie nbjecioo, if sound, is of tlie sirunites 
uand most eondomnmg character, I have shortly to point 
•HWt that if his Lordship's view is at all correct, the mo8 
#tAored ordinance of fUr faith is in no way needful to salva- 
<tion. He teaches that the grace cf that sncranvnt is inde- 
^ndent of the sacrament. Jew, Turk, Infidel feed upon 
'tTlie men who are steeped in every 8in constamiy pa • take 
-•rfit. Men who have faith receive this grace, but men who 
jhave no fiiih equally possess it. Men who know ab »ut 
•have this precious gif(; men without knowledge, m.'U to 
cwhiim knowled.e is impossible hive it also. Men who 
tlieed it end men who disregard it are ii* precisely the same 
position. The Rge<l aiint who hns fru;.a it his chief privi- 
A^^e and joy throughout a life of faith and of loving service 
ipeut in devotion to liim who gave these dear memori'«lso f 
4iis dying nguny and life-afibrding passion, is not more 
'tvuly H partaker of this holy sacrament than the paor de- 
dgfated wretch who consummaieti a life of intamy by dying 
siritiiout repentance upon the gallows. Does he intend vo 
<ihoek the Christian world by such an insuli to iis faitii as 
41iis? I believe him incapable of any wilful outrage upon 
Mltceiicy. 1 believe that his heart is too gooil for any medi- 
>taied injury to those whiMe feelings of devotion are mutt 
idteply wounded by the b.ire mention oi such a th ocy ua 
But 1 mu«t tfx|wess my >deU]b«s8kV« qov\?9\i&\Xnaw \>DfiiX^f^ 
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poMiBh this opinion is to defile as he best eonld the most 
sacred rite of our religion,. and drag it throiigh the mke. 
But, speaking as calmly as I am able, and attempting to 
dhcuss on terms of reason an opinion which has no reason 
in it, let me say that the sacrament of the Lord's Sapper is 
not '* generally necessary to salvation," if this theory lum any 
truth in it. How can it be necessary to go to the Lord's 
Table, if Jew, Turk, and Infidel feast upon the banquet 
there spread without going to it, whether they will or 
BO? How can it be needful to eat of that commemoxm- 
tire sacrifice in which Christ, our passover, is significantly 
set before us, and imparted to the faithful partaker, if the 
whole world, faithfhl and un&ithful, — men who have on the 
wedding garment, and men who are without the robe of 
Christ's righteousness, ~ are feeding on it every day and 
every hour of their lives? My Lords, it needs but common 
sense to see that it is reasonable to take some pains to go 
said attend upon a feast, if those who go get somothiiig 
which those who go not get not. But, if the same feast is 
spread in every house,— if it is brought to every door and 
put into the mouth of every person, whether they stay at 
home or whether they go to seek it,— if those who are 
without, gnashing their teeth with vexation, eat of the 
feast as truly as those within, among the blaze of lightly 
knowing less, but difiering in knowledge only, then common 
sonse will ask if that can properly be called a feast at all 
wiiich thus is thrown into the ditch and fiung before the 
dogs and swine. I a^ quite aware, and I rfjoiee to know 
and feel, that our Lord is the Redeemer of His whole race; 
and that His blood avails in its sufficiency for all who will 
Relieve in it. I am conscious, also, of the difficulties which 
rise within the mind when it refiects upon the yast multi- 
tudes who lie beyond the knowledge of salvation. I am 
not dead to all this; but I am no less conscious of the truth 
wliich Scripture clearly testifies— that the Church is a 
chosen body, and that the love of God, working in ways 
that are mysterious to man, saves those who enter into this 
body of the elect, and justifies those who believe. The 
smfficieney of Christ's atonement is one thing ; the efficiency 
of that atonement to save all is quite another. Universal 
salvation is as clearly contrary to every page of Scripture 
a» universal redemption is everywhere discovered in it, 
written in words of light. But, my Lords, it is into such 
•Irange errors as these which we have now considered 
Aat men are allowed to fall when they Taunt their own 
wisdom^ and will not submit their minds to Ood'a 
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Word. And I feel that it if idle to waste time* in 
Airther proof of their extraTagance. The mere statement 
of hi8 Lordship's opinion upon the holy sacraments is its oim. 
mifficient refutation. Let me add that I hare avoided aU 
discussion of questions appertaining to the relations 
between faith and sacramental grace. It seemed to m« 
that the opinions of the Bishop were independent of what are 
called high or low views in this matter. If my estimate 
of his opinions is correct, ho confounds grace with nature, 
and destroys the very being of grace. 

The Bishop of Graham's Town: Before you pass on, Mr, 
Dean, will you allow me to ask you one question? I under- 
stand the Bishop of Natal to maintain tiiat grace is given 
to us in our birth, though not by our birth. I am not 
aware that he has said that grace is conveyed by the birth, 
but in the birth. Your answer, as far as I understand it, 
is that what is given to man as man, is given by natnra 
and not by grace. 

The Dean: That is a part of it. I hold that anything 
which belongs to man ^ud man, is given him by his nature. 

The Bishop of Graham's Town: Take such a case as 
that of John the Baptist, who was filled with the Holy 
Ghost from his mother's womb. I only wish to know what 
your argument is, because it seems to me that the Bishop's 
statement is that the grace is given in the birth, but not 
by the birth. 

The Dean : I should like to think about that, if your 
Lordships will allow me to refer to it at a later stage. It 
is a delicate point, ^ky argument is, that to say that 
anything belongs to man as man, is to make grace co- 
extensive with nature, and to do that is to overturn th« 
very being of the Church. 

The Bishop of Graham's Town ; Will you also bear in 
mind that redemption is coextensive with nature, and is 
in a certain sense grace. 

The Dean then proceeded : 

IV. 

I come now to the question of Eternal Punishment. Witb 
tlie Bishop's theory of Divine Absolute Benevolence it is at 
once evident that the doctrine of the Church in all ages could 
not possibly agree. On that theory, punishment can 
only be corrective and remedial, and its final issue ^n 
only be the elevation of the condemned to that state of 
bliss in which all must find their end at last. T^«'&vi?ciss\^% 
teaching upon this subject may \»« dL«%^\>^^ >^>^%. '^^^ 
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^ lield Ui»4>rdieMrj doetritie, Uk>ii|^ rither in the wmf 
•f ptMive acqmescenoe than of aetire f&ith, dtflRwiiiK fiMii 
tbe Tiews ol Mr. Maurkse, as estreated in hia eaaajr upon 
Ibat Bttlgect. Bat he is unable 8«7 longer to mamtatn or 
give utterance to the doctrine. Hia heart, taught, aa he 
•ays, by the Holy Spirit, revolts at the dogma that all who 
are not at first admitted into the realms of infinite jojr 
shall have utter misery for their portion, and he consideni 
the dogma to be a blasphemy upon the character of Qoi^ 
He regards the dogma as founded upon a narrowr iater|^re- 
tation of the Holy Scriptures, and contrary to the M' 
of the whole Bible; and he does this as considertnin 
dogma to pass the same sentence upon infants (porh..y,^.^ 
maniacs) and ignorant outcasts, who have had no oppeei»^^ 
tanity of knowing truth, as upon the sensual libertine who *\ 
has spent a life in ^ratif>ing lusts, though at the same 
time his theory includes this sensual libertine, whose con- 
duct be so strongly condemns, among those for wiiom 
there is still hope. Such is his negative doctrine. He denies 
the ordinary doctrine of the Church. What he posi- 
tively believes appears to be this. He tliinks that 
there is ground for hoping that punishment U chastise- 
ment, and therefore remedial, and tiiat in some way 
the whole human race shall at last be set free from 
the bondage cf corruption and brought into tlie 
freedom of tlie glory of the children of God. Stripes are 
appointed to each according to his needs and deserts for 
this end; and this is just; few stripes to the ignorant, many 
stripes to those who have had light and abused it. As to 
the meaning of the word "eternal," in reference to this sub- 
ject, 1)6 regards it as antithetic to temporal; not, however, 
as it temporal had reference to time, and meant limitation 
of time, but as if temporal t^as equivalent U) sensible. Thus, 
eternal punishment is spiritual punishment; nut punish- 
ment in things of sense, pain of body, loss of goods, and the 
like, but punishment wiih respect to things spuritual, real 
inward misery, pangs of conscience. This a bad man will 
suffer till G 'd bees that the purgation of his soul is fully 
•oejmpUshed,— the wood, hay, and stubble consumed, tlie 
fiiih purged away, and nothing but the pure gold or pre* 
cious stone left. Your Loniships will at once perceive that 
this opinion has in it something of a purgatorial character, 
though ditieriiig in some important features from what ii 
commonly known as purgatory. But upon this part of the 
sttlject 1 have no de&ire to dwell. 
I shall content myself with remarking tliat the 
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4Gb«reh of which hto Lordship i* a hithop, teMhiog 
iiier memben to oontider themselres m broaght hj 
(«yTemint with God into a state of pardon, warns 
•them not to forfeit their priTile^es, and bids them be of 
'WBfort so long as they continue by faith and repentance 
Jto apply to themselves the merits and the mercy of Christ. 
jLnif further, for sin committed she leads them to look, not 
to purgatorial chastisement when life is orer, bat to the 
•deanslng virtue of Ciirist's atoning blood, soujzht and used 
in that accepted time of this present life, which is tlie day of 
-tnlvRtion. Bat, passing this by, I have' to treat the Bishop 
f^'Natars opinion as the substitution of a remedial process 
-undergone in hell for the catholic doctrine that wicked 
■''•oiils dwelling in revived bodies shall perish everlastingly. 
I shall begin by referring to Waterland's commentary on 
that part of the Creed of Athanasius which is thuscontra- 
Tened by the Bishop. Your. £x>rd8hips will see, as Water- 
land stHtes, that this Article found its way into the Creed, 
Jis well as the Inst Artii^le into the Apostles' Creed, in 
consequence of the notion started by Origvn, and taken 
up by others who were inflne icel by his writings, and that 
the opinions \\bh\ by these Origenists resembled those of the 
Bishop, the fire being treatei as if it was suffering of con- 
science, and the eternity being aUo denied on verbal grounds. 
It cantiot, therefore, be maintained that tiie opinions of the 
Bishop Rfc either wholly novel or without the Hupfiortof some 
Tenerable names. Igatherfrooi NeanderHndHagenbach that 
^Gregory of Nxzianzum, Gregory of Nyssa, and other 
teacherfi, adopted the substance of the Origenistic theory, 
which was ftiunded on a belief in the restorative efficacy of 
our Lord's redemption, and in the ultimate annihilation of 
moral evil %s the fruit of that divine work. It is shown, 
however, by these authorities that agreement with Origen 
in this respect was soon regarded as heretical, and that 6t. 
Chrysostom in particular, when the doctrine of eternal 
punishment was explained away from mere frivolous ways 
of thought, ami a shrinking from the consequences of 
sinful living, maintained it uiih earnestness as an impor- 
tant truth of practical religion. It would secm^ too, that 
"Origen maintained the doctrine in popular discourses, 
•peaking in one of these *'of eternal coiidemnation and of 
the imposRibility of being converted in the world to come." 
However, there can bu no doubt that the main current of 
'antiquity is against the principles of Origen, and his doc* 
trine of restoration was condemned at tlie Ciiuncilol Ca.-^- 
«4iteDtinojile, A«IX 544, at may ba wiuiUk^&Anaii'^s^^^. 
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In modern times we meet with the doctrine of rettoratloii 
as one among the fanatical tenets of the Anabaptists. 1m 
Hardwick's ** Reformation," we find : " One or Iwth 
these schools were also Universalists, i.e., contended for the 
restoration of all things, and even for the ultimate conTev- 
sion of the evil spirit.'* In a note he aives an extract from 
the Reformatio Legvm, which clearly condemns thi 
opinions as heresy. He adds, they sought to estab- 
lish their theory 'on the terminability ot future pun- 
ishment by referri Dg to abstract ideas of God, and 
partly by broaching new interpretations of the word 
*' eternal " and other scriptural phraseology. When it is 
added that the basis of the doctrine bf Johannes Denk, one 
of these Anabaptists, was tlie doctrine that God is love, your 
Lordships will perceive that both in the root and in the fruit 
there isacloseparullel between the tenets of these dangeroui 
and, as they proved themselves, licentious fanatics and the 
writings of the Bishop of Natal. Moreover, as these tenets 
of the Anabaptists throw some considerable light upon the 
teaching which is now before your Lordships, so the es- 

pressions in the Be/ormatio Lepum, snd the last of 
the 42 Articles of 1552 define the views of the Re- 
formers and furnish this Court with a strong reason for 
condemning this opinion. The Article ,to which I 
refer, taken from the Augsburg Confession, was di- 
rected against the English Anabaptists, and runi 
thus: "Those also are worthy of condemnation who 
endeavour at this time to restore the dangerous opinion 
that all men, be they never so ungodly, shall at length be 
saved, when they have suffS^red pains for their sins a cer- 
tain time appointed by God's justice." This Article, 
together with three others, was not inserted in the later 
Articles, it being afterwards needless to refer to errors 
which, at an earlier period, it was thought expedient to 
condemn. I believe, indeed, that this omission has been 
made by some a reason for asserting that liberty on this 
aubject was intended to be conceded to members of the 
English Church. It is enough, in answer, to refer your 
Lordships to the reason for the omission which I have juat 
given, and further to remind you that the Articles weie 
never meant to be a perfect and complete system of doctrine 
on all topics, but only a pacificatory statement, suited to 
the actual state of the Church at the time of their compi- 
lation. They are, as one has called them, a bulwark of 
the fortress which guards the treasure of truth for the 

Cbtrch of England, not the fortress itseli That lortieee 
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, MnsistB of the Articles, the Liturgy, the Catechism, the 

, Homilies, the Canons, all huilt together in one compact 

. whole. *» The book of Articles/' says Bishop Pearson, " i» 
not, nor is pretended to be, a complete body of divinitj, or a 
oomprehension and ez[^nation of all Christian doctrines- 
necessary to be taught: but an enumeration of some truth^ 
which, upon and since the Reformation, have been denied 

. by some persons, who, upon their denial, are thought unfit 
t6 have any cure of souls in this Churdi or realm, because 
they might by their opinions either infect their flock with 
error, or else disturb the Church with schism or the realm 
with sedition." 

The doctrine has also been corertly attacked by So- 
cinus, and I refer your Lordships to Bishop Pearson's- 

. treatment of the sayings of Socinus, and generally to his dis- 
•ossion of this subject in dealing with the last Article of the 
Creed.'*' No doctrine is more clearly revealed in Holy Scripture. 
And, in fact, the bliss of heaven and the punishments of 
the lost must stand or fall as doctrines together. We have 
no better ground for assurance in the happiness of heaTen 
than for belief in the eternal miseries of hell. Nor is it 

, only Scripture that supports this doctrine. The light of 
nature leads us to it as well as the revelation of grace. 
Even upon earth we visit great criminals with a punish- 
ment which is final so far as earth can have to do with 
finality, and the common approbation of society supports 
the punishment as right and just. Conscience, too, speaking 
in a way which is mysteriously infinite, presages a dreadfd 
doom for those who die with sin upon them. And, in fiict^. 
If there be now a governor of the world and men, that 
righteous person, who even here, by nature's laws and the 
ways and customs of society, punishes evil now with great 
ieyerity, cannot change his character when life ceases and 
the world ends, but must execute his righteous laws with' 
•ven greater strictness by-andby. The arguments of 
Bishop Butler in the direction of this point are donbtless- 

^ in your Lordships' minds, and I doubt not that you feel 
their unanswerable cogency. But that which the heathen 
•ftw and the light of nature teaches with very tolerable 
dearnets has been promulgated afresh, and conspicuously 
declared in the records of Divine Revelation. Happiness 
which knows no limit, misery which has no bounds, are the 
alternatives which Christ offers to those who are faithfcil 
Mnto death upon the one hand, and to those who refuse sal- 

* Se« al«o Harv«y «a\iV%Qc««^v. 
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iMittoniiQii the other. On this point the ChmuMlMfUaHiu 
:«tie«r>and nil bnt unhrersal testimony. The AthsnMbut 
Oeed, in its langoage npon this subject, spettks hot that 
^rbieh the other creeds imply, and which the Clinreh h$» 
^^g&oenily recognized as an nnqnestionable faet, whiek 
timiiiitted of no dispute and scarcely needed conflrnmtion. 
<How could it require proof? Sin is a deadly ctII, 'meriting 
4leath. And the death of tlie soul is not annihilation, but 
•ttring, unending misery. To prevent this spiritUHi death 
«nd thttt misery of the hudy which would result from 
Its eternal association with a miserable soul, tlie Be- 
deemer came to save a race. And he actually and 
-dlectually srtcs all that believe. But aume reject 
'awrcy. They stay where they are; lost, undone, 
-{erishing. They reflise the safety which our lird offera. 
What other way of life remains? If they reject tlie only 
SUTiour, what can they do but still suffer? Steeped in 
ein, they reap its dreadful cons- quence. Refusing life,' they 
^ttay in death. I need hardly say, as indeed has been 
<llhown already upon a former point, that the condition of 
idiots, infants, and other ignorant jiersons is a question 
triiich ought not to be dragged in here as part uf this 
•ubjeet. Arguments on this point, as on a matter which 
ffevelaiion has passed in silei ce, are beside this question, and 
may be passeii by. We have only to deal wiili those who 
know the Gospel. What is the truth for them? Our 
•ymbols and fotroularies supply a sure answer. Article 
XViias'erts that some only are elected to life. TIta 
Athanasian Creed declares that they who have done evil 
thai! go to everlasting fire. The prayer in the Burial 
•Service, the passage in the Catechism referred to in the 
•Aiiicles, the Sermon in the Commination Service, and 
Uther passages not recited, teach plainly that wicked men 
^yingin sin shell die, and be miserable for ever. It is a 
painful truth. All must deeply feel its pHinfulutas. But 
there it is, written in plain language within the Word of 
God. For persons who die in sin there is no hope. Lifb. 
-la their time of probation; and being proved and tried, tiiey 
are found wanting. What then? As the tree fills, so it 
<liev, and so it lies for ever. The Bishop of 'Natal deniet 
^his. He says that the tree may have another chance; 
that the sinner may yet be reformed; that stripes, useless 
410W, may profit afterwards. Does he think that -hell is a 
ketier school than Christ's Church on earth, and that devils 
vre'more-irtndtind apt instructors than tlM*e brigiki Angels 
fibo minister to obnui's Mivation, or >Uu>se musseugers of 
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poiioarwhon Cbtiit lefidt npon nn embaa^ of lore 
tl^eir fellow^men ? Does be think that there is more lofcr 
in hell tham hete?- And yet we generally iomgiiie that iir 
is jost tlie absence of afffClion wbich makea- hell thali 
dismnl region in which God oar Fatlier cannot be» IMwm* 
not whiitbe thinks. Bnt he tells us that God is lorei And 
so lie i&. But there are limits to forbearance; and piitienoi^. 
snfiTering, long,: ceases at the last to bear with siait* 
Then cornea justice. Obstinate, wilful sin bringf 
down upon itself a docm at last. Mercy, hoveringr 
lonff, ceases at last to hover, and folJs with sorrow her 
bright angf'lic wings. Then the cherubim drnw forl^L; 
their brigiit swords, wliich glitter with deserved TengeanGC^. 
and the sinner is driven down into a pic which has no biHh- 
torn, Add into the lake which burns with everlasMng firob 
It is terribly no doubt, to think and spe^k of things lika. 
these. An J I am fully conscious of their severe and dread* 
ful iispect. But such, my Lords, i^ the doctrine of truth %$■• 
made known to us by our Lord Himself, the fountain at' 
grace and mercy; and the terror which it inspires ia fti 
salutary terror, which tends to check tlie sinner and arrest 
his pr"gi-ess in a career of sin. I believe, too, that your- 
Lordships have no alternative before you, and that you musfc» 
condemn tlie opinion wliich impugoa this awful doctrine^ 
as both subversive of the faith and dangerous to moralft::- 
and society. 

I have only further to poait out that the Bishop- 
does not shrink from allowing that his opinions arft; 
at variance with the Creed of Athanasius. He eays. p. 280^ 
that the interpretation which he has put upon ita 
41aninatory clauses is not what is meant by the author of', 
the Creed. In other words, he allows that he does not agree*, 
with Article viii ; as, in instructing the laity that they 
are not bound to believe it, he violates the ensfugementsofr 
his oniination, in whicli he SMleninly promised to miniskter 
the doctrine of Christ as this Church and rea!m hath ro>- 
ceived tlum, and to teach the people with all diligence to^ 
keep and observe the same. I believe, too, that to «p'?ak atA 
hedoesof the *' absolute wickedness " of these clauses is bode . 
an offence against propriety and decency in one who re^- 
tains his office as a bishop, and is also what in legal phrase^ 
olo^y would be called a depravation of the Creed,, and an- 
o^^ce under the Act of Uniformity (1 Eliz.), as likewii» 
under the 3rd and 4th Canon of 164)3. In what relatioa.4hfBk 
Cotti tmavstand tosuefa AcUof tYiJ&lL^|^\t^^ax\\%xoRn^\.vaM^ 



f4 

IB some WRT binding: on the Bishop; and it is evident that 
such adepraTation of a Creed which is a part of our Litargj, 
and possesses d equal authority with the Creed of the Apos^ 
ties and of Nicasa, has sinned against his duty as a bishop 
and is not a sound member of the English Church. 

And now apologizing, as I sincerely do, for the length of 
the arguments which I have felt myself constrained to 
offer upon this portion of our case against the Bishop of 
Natal, I have just a word or two to speak by way of 
summary. I have shown, or at least I have endeavoured 
to show, that on each of four important questions tht 
Bishop has been guilty of publishing opinions which con- 
tradict and orerthrow the faith. My Lords, if but on one 
of all these points his teaching had been heretical, the keys of 
discipline which your Great Head had placed )n your keeping 
must have been turned against him, to shut him out from 
his exalted privileges, unless by God's grace he should 
recant his error and return into the way of truth. What, 
then, must you do if your brother is in error, not upon one 
doctrine only, but upon all the four? From the Atonement 
of our divine Lord, he takes away propitiation, and ht 
denies that the sin of man was borne upon the cross. He 
makes that virtuous habit of faith which goes before 
righteousness a mere feeling which is unintelligent and 
follows righteousness. He confuses between grace and 
nature in the spirit of a pure Pantheist, and, to speak in the 
language of Holy Scripture, he throws the children's bread, 
which God gives to His own in Holy Sacraments, to dogs 
and swine. And, then, having thus made void the mystery 
of man's redemption, whether we look to the objective sida 
•f Christ's work, or to the subjective side of man's reception; 
he walks from time and sense into the world invisible, and 
confuses all our thoughts of heaven and hell. What are 
we to think of such theology as this? Is it possible to 
look calmly on and permit a bishop of the Church to teach 
this new and strange doctrine, which does not only under- 
mine the faith, but saps the very foundations of society, and 
makes sin nothing while it boastfully proclaims the love of 
God? My Lords, it is no pleasure to me thus to accuse 
another person, and that person one whom for his office I 
should venerate, as fur much that is in him I should also 
admire him as a man. But in these days, when truth is 
often held too cheap, and zeal for truth is undervalued, it 
may be well to remember that St. Paul himself could say 
** anathema " on one who preached another gospel. Even an 
angel must not be tolerated if be departs ftom necetaaxy 
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I maintain, my Lords, that the tmtk from which 
your brother has fallen is part of Christ's Gospel. I contend 
Huit he has denied the faith. 

Wedneitday, Nov. 18. 

The Court sat at eleren o'clock. The minutes of the 
previous day's proceedings having been read, 

The Dean resumed his argument. He said : With refer- 
ence to the two questions asked by one of your Lordship's 
yesterday, I desire to say that I have carefully looked at 
the extract in the third schedule (pape 115), and that I 
eonsider the Bishop of Natal does not intend to draw any 
distinction between the feeding upon by living faith, 
and the other expressions which he uses. I consider that 
lie regards these as synonymous expressions. The view 
I take of the whole passage is, that he is arguing against 
Ihe notion of anything on our part being necessary, in 
iorder to the reception of the grace which God gives. In 
&ct, after he has denied what we call the subjective side of 
the truths connected with our redemption, he argues for 
the objective grace in such a way as to confound the objec- 
ttve with the subjective, and malce them one and the sarr.e 
thing. It is an essential part of his whole view of things 
to get rid of faith, and having the sacraments in his way, 
this is his mode of getting rid of them. This is the view 
I take of the whole passage, — that he is getting rid of 
Ulth as being necessary to a reception ot grace in the sacra- 
ments; and, therefore, as I understand, he distinctly goes 
against the doctrine expressed in the 28th Article 
-which makes faith necessary in order to our partaking. 
The view I take of that passage is, that it is irreconcilable 
▼ith the Articles, and witli the view that is contained 
in that Article. And when he says, ♦* whether they feed 
vpon it by living faith or not,'* he means just the same 
thing as when he says, " whicli we may or may not faith- • 
ftilly partake of." He means to say, that the giving of the 
■acrament, and ^e reception of grace in the sacrament, is 
wholly independent of the faith of the reeeiver. Of course, 
there is no consistency in the view. I do not pretend to 
■ay it is consistent with itself, but that it is his view. 

The Bishop of Graham*s Town: You mean that you do 
not consider yourself bound to explain what he does mean 
hj feeding by faith? 

The Dean : Yes, my Lord. With regard to the other remark 
that was made by one of your Lordshiyti vl^iv W\^ wJXs^^9^>> 
ef whether BBying that man qua mau \ft %vt^^ ^^ v»r 
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tilled, i§ the same tMng as to my^ thtt by natore -matt !». 
jni>tified, I contend that, to say that man qua OMin ia jt»> 
tified, is the eame thing as to say that niea are jatliMI 
by nHture ; but I would use one strong argument m 
favour of the view in addition to those already bnugbt 
forward, though I did bring forward this yesterday. I 
hohl that the doctrine of election is an essential juirt of 
Christianity; and, therefore, that to say that men qua mta 
are justified, is necessarily and absolutely to exclude tb^t 
doctrine of election, and so to destroy the very idea ojf a 
Church in any sense wliatsncver. With regard to John thit 
Baptist's being filled with the Holy Ghost from his m<)ther?k 
iromb. I should in the first place contend that John the 
Baptist, in virtue of his parents, was within the Jewidk. 
Covenant, and in that sense within the lia its of eleo» 
tion. And that in hio case there was a special mediating* 
instrument, he being born nnraculoutly with the speciid 
Intel vention of an angel. We are allowed to uce^ 
the expression in ccnmction vith angels, b< cause we 
are told that the law was givtn by the mediation ot angel& 
That is my mode of meeiing any ohj ction that may bft. 
raised upon that score. But the great point I would preear 
is, thF.t to SHy thai men qua men are redeemed necessarily 
and absolutely excludes any view of the doctrine dC 
election. 

The Bishop of Graham's Town : Do you mean to deny 
that man qua man is redieraed ? 

The Deau : '* Redeemed " was an incorrect expressioD,-** 
I meant to say, justified. 

The B shop of Graliam's Town : I do not see how youp 
argument meets the other question^ We allow that moot 
qua man is redeemed ; but not by nature, by grace. 

The Dean : I do not think we do allow that man qumr 
roan is justified. Bedeenud was an incorrect expression. I 
deny that man qua man is jusiifieJ. 

The Bishop of Graham's Town : I understand your argiu 
ment to be, that whatever comes to man qua man, cornea bj 
nature, not by Rrace f 

The Dean : Yt s, my Lord. 

The Bishop of Graham*8 Town : Tour arpfument is, that: 
nan cannot be justified qua man, because it would be by 
nature. 

The Dean : And would exclude the mediating work: «£ 
Christ. 

The Bishop of Grahsm's Town. Then, how does that hoUk 
iritkredeiiiptiott f We allow tbaAanaa fiMknea iawkiewdv 
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The Dean : I would distinguish between the aufBciency 
and the efficiency of our Lord's redeeming work, — between 
unirersal redemption which is a true doctrine, and universal 
salvation which is a false one. 

I come now to that second portion of our case which 
dealt with the Bishop of Natal's views on Holj Scripture, 
and I desire to indicate that line of argument which I 
propose to myself to follow before entering upon the first 
of those specific charges which are before the Court. The 
work of the Bishop which furnishes the grounds of accusa- 
tion is filled with arguments which are designed to shake 
the reverence which is so uftualty felt for Holy Scripture, 
and to prove that large portions of the Divine record are 
not historically true. Now, my Lords, I desire to state at 
this stage of the case, and before proceeding with my argu- 
ment, that I am far from considering it as any part of my 
business on this occasion, and in this Court, to reply to Ms 
criticisms, or refute his reasonings. There is a time and a 
place for everything, and this is neither the place nor the 
time for a literary warfare, which could not end soon. But 
your Lordships, Bishops of the Ciiurch of England, are sit- 
ting now as a Court of the Church in Southern Africa, and 
your duty, if I mistake not, now i is, not to act the part of 
critics, and to decide upon rival schools of criticism, but to 
interpret the laws of the English Church. You are met 
here, as I conceive, not to make law but to apply law. The 
Church as a society of faithful persons has had from its 
origin that sacred deposit of sound doctrine committed to 
her keeping by our Lord and His apostles, which is the 
Christian faitli. This faith, written in God's "Word, which 
is its rule or canon, taught by the Spirit of God to faithful 
men, embodied in creeds, and expressed from time to time 
as heresy arose and called for explanation and expression; 
interpreted, too, to us as members of the Church of Eng- 
land, in our laws, liturgies, symbols, and other spiritual 
inheritances, is in its essence one and unalterable, and must 
be applied from time to time as exigencies arise to test the 
truth and determine heresy. Hence the position of a spiri- 
tual court in relation to the tilings which come before it for 
decision, is substantially the same as that of a temporal 
court in civil things. The temporal court does not put 
forth the mere opinions of the men who act as judges in it; 
it bases its decisions on the authotity of known law. The 
spiritual court bases iis decisions upon law also. And there 
is only this difierence between them. TVv^ Xvvw -vWOa. 
the temporal court follows, thoug\\ \)\n^\\\%, «Ai\Xi<(^T\\.'^NKN^ 

'EL 
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and supreme OTerthe court which applies and interpreto it, 
and oyer the persons who are heneath its jurisdiotion» is not 
in its nature infallihle, for after all it is hut man's law. Tfatt 
law which the spiritual court administers, in its essence at 
least and primal origin, is from no human author, for it is 
hased upon the Word of God. The Bible*is its code ef 
statutes. The spiritual court hases its decisions upon Qod's 
unerring Word. 

I consider it important to call the attention of th« 
Court to this matter. The Bishop of Natal is not 
present, either by advocate or in his own person. If he wer«^ 
I can conceive it possible that he might seek to defend bit 
strange position, as a Bishop of a Church whose statutes ht 
refuses to acknowledge, by arguments of Muoh a kind as 
those which may be found within his book. Ifhedid,! 
should object to his mode of argument. I should say that 
he could not come into this Court and argue against tha 
statutes and the laws on which this Court is based, and bj 
which he must be tried in it. If in a ciTii Court a man 
should thus act, he would be told, " Ton are not at liberty to 
discuss the wisdom or the merits of the law by which you 
must be judged, you can only be allowed to plaad that you 
have not sinned against them." So, in this Court, the Bisnop 
of Natal would not, I think, rightly plead that the Church 
was ^Tong in the estimate which it had formed of tha 
Bible. He could only plead that a high estimate of tha 
Bil' was not and could not rightly be regarded as part of 
the OiiUrch's faith. At any rate, my Lords, with your per- 
misBL<)n, it is on these grounds that I intend to argue. I do 
not intend to discuss questions of criticism. I do not intend 
to ask whether the faith of the Church is right or wrong. 
That faith is law for me and statute. There is a common 
law which is inscribed upon the heart and the instincts of 
Christendom. There is a statute law which, derived in ita 
principles from Holy Scripture, is written in the creeds, deci- 
sions, and symbols of the Church. And the question before ma 
will be this,and this only : Has the Bishop ofNatal promulgated 
that which is contrary to this established doctrine? Haa 
he kept or hae he sinned against this one faith. Let us see. 

V. 

And first, what is his opinion of the Bible? The Bibla 
is not the Word of God; the Bible is not infallible; the 
Bible is not free from error, infirmity, passion, ignorance; 
the Bible is not divine as to the letter. Such is hia 
negative opinion. Positively, he teaches that the Bible la 
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book in which the Word of Grod is deposited; it contains 
I's Word. It is the means of reyealing (xod's true name. 
I the means of awakening jast conceptions of God. It 
lie work of men worked on by the Spirit. It is 

word of God in its spirit. It speaks from 
[*B Spirit to man's spirit directly, without any 
rvening medium. It is the voice by which God's 
it speaks. It is the correlative of conscience and reason 
lan. Such is the view which he puts forth on Holy 
pture in the passages adduced against him. A reference 
18 Commentary on Romans (p. 189 — 190, Natal Edition) 
throw some further light upon the matter. These 
lages are in some respects capable of being explained 
y, and are not so definitely clear as those which he has 
lished since, but they teach very distinctly that the 
t in man is the divine word, and that this inward light is 
'erne and superior to anything without, that is, to the 
e; and is the test by which the acts of the Church, the 
Bions of councils, the writings of prophets and apostles, 
I the very words of our Lord Himself, are to be tried, 
lays plainly that conscience is the sole lawgiver, and is 
rrior to Scripture and the Church. The general import 
il this is obvious enough. The Bible is not as a whole 
Word of God. The letter, the outward words of the 
e, cannot be called divine. It is only the spirit which 
1 the Bible which is divine and true. The letter may 
1 be erroneous and irreligious. And the most that we 
say for the book as a whole is that it is a better book 
L any other, and that more of God's Word is contained 

than in any other. And it is not either by itself, or 
injunction with any tiling besides, the rule of faith and 
h, for that rule is the conscience and reason which is 
igbt in every individual, and is supreme above all be» 
u He distinguishes in the most marked way between 
letter of the Bible and the spirit of the Bible, and he 
itains that the letter is not of Grod, and that the spirit 
Ood. Now, my Lords, I maintain that such a view as 
— a view which subordinates the Bible to that light in 
Y human soul, which is to try it, and to separate the 
t from the husk of the letter which contains it, con- 
lets that faith of the Church, and of the Church of 
And, which regards the whole Bible as the Word of 

it me endeavour to show that the Church of God 
always thus esteemed the Bible. A ^ViVLQ%v^\«st ^ 
dodero timen, whoae ettimftte q€ t)it B!^\% ^^ ^^ 
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higher than that of the Bishop of Natal, has called atten- 
tion to the fact that in all nations raised ahove a sarage 
condition there has existed in some form or other a belief 
that the Supreme Being has at times revealed Himself and 
made Icnown His will to man. A fact like this, account 
for it and explain it as ve will, is a testimony borne bj 
human nature to the possible existence of a Bible, or Woi^i 
of God to man, and, moreover, prepares us for the dis- 
covery in some quarter of a book which shall satisfy the 
true yearnings of humanity after some certain knowledge 
of that Almighty Being in whom we live and move. 
When, therefore, we meet with a people, separated from 
other nations in a peculiar manner, and evidently chosen 
out by God for some extraordinary purpose, and having 
also a religion which was conspicuously higher and purer 
than all others, at a time when all other nations were sunk 
in the pollutions of idolatry; and when we find among thia 
people a book which necounts fcr their distinctive 
characteristics, and while it testifies to miraculous facts 
which are woven into the woof of their history, claims for 
itself a sacred and even divine origin, we are led at once to 
inquire into the views which were taken of its character 
by those who were its guardians, and to regard those views 
whatever they may be, with great respect and veneration. 
What, then, was the view which was taken of the Old 
Testament by the Jewish Church? It was regarded with 
the highest awe as a divine book. The Pentateuch —that 
very portion of the book which the Bishop now assails, ae 
worthless in its history and faulty in its moral teaching- 
was placed, f<s it declares, and as^the Jews believed, as soon 
as written, in that holiest spot within the tabernacle 
which none but the High Priest might enter, beside that 
Sacred Ark which was the type of the Redeemer and the 
cheiub- winged throne of God. This, the primal text, 
secured thus from alteration and corruption, was to be 
kept as the genuine and authentic copy, and was to be 
copied in after ages by Jewish sovereigns, as the guide 
which should sanctify their government and order their 
lives. Such, as a matter of Jewish history, is the 
origin of the Bible, written, as the Jews believed, 
by the Prophet Moses, who, on the lowest view which 
may be taken, must undoubtedly be regarded as one of the 
greatest and most famous among men. The Penta- 
teuch was placed among the holy things, in the most 
holy place, where God was. In course of time the law in 
wkjch the Scripture had its origin, grew into the Psahnr 
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Prophets, which were receiyed by the Jewish Church. 
L the same kind of veneration, and which, taken from 
lacred chest in eyery synagogue, with prayer before 
after reading, were read on every Sabbath to the people, 
M the word of man, but as the Word of God. 
)eaking to your Lordships, who are well acquainted with 
literature of this portion of the subject, I feel that I need 
to be brief. Biit I must just suggest to your memories the 
-known care and almost superstitious scrupulosity of the 
ish Church, which counted every word and letter of the 
le volume, and numbered even its very points. And 
ist remind you, for it is very important, that the kiag- 

of Israel, divided in so much besides from Judah, and 
>8t driven by that policy which was essential to its 
' existence, to separate, as far as possible, in faith and 
:ious practice, agreed in this with the rival Church and 
I kingdom,— that it received tlie same Scriptures, and 
ived them, too, as God's Word. And how do these 
ptures speak of those who thus esteemed them? They 
oUed with rebukes and objurgations. They narrate 
After fall, rebellion afber rebellion against God. They 
t the Jewish people, who never dream of disputing their 
iible authority, as a race of ungrateful persons who are 
ijB offending a kind and gracious God. Every feeling 
5h pride suggests, every prejudice which opposition 
>es, called upon the Jewish people to prove these records 
^hless. And yet with one consent and one mouth they 
ted them as divine oracles, and they respected them as 
roice of God, I can account for this miraculous cir- 
stance if the ancient Scriptures are what the Jewish 
rch considered them; for I can see that conviction 
came prejudice. I ask the sceptics to account for it 
ny other ground. 

)r full information upon this part of the argu- 
t, I must refer your Lordships to Beveridge on the 
cles (vi), Dr. Leo on Inspiration (Lect. 2, Appen- 
B*.), Dr. Wordsworth on Inspiration (Lecture 2). But 
ist quote from them the testimonies of Jewish writers, 
daily of Philo and Josephus, who may be respectively 
idered as uttering the opinions of Alexandrian and 
stinic Jews in Apostolic times. Not to speak of 
ers in the Aprocrypha, who draw a marked distinc- 

between writings which are or are not canonical, 
zur, wlio was high priest in the third century B.C., 
es that " Moses had been instructed in all matters by 
Himself." Aristobulus, who was a ymsv v\\\\\^ ^m<iw\\ 
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century B.C., sajs also^ " that competent judges mu'Tel 9^ 
the wisdom of Moses, and the divine Spirit bj whose inspi* 
ration he had been proclaimed a prophet.*' But the latter 
testimony of Josephus ii in«re explicit. " We Jews hav» 
not a multitude of books at variance with one another} we have 
only twenty-two books, which contain the record of all 
time, and are ike hooks, which are rightly believed to he 
divine.** He adds, " We show by our practice what our 
belief is in these books. For, although so long a time haa. 
elapsed since these books were written, yet no one has ever 
ventured to make any addition to them, nor to take any- 
thiog from them, nor to make any change in them. And 
it is a principle innate in every Jew, to regard these booktt- 
as oracles of God, and to cleave to them ; yea, and to die 
gladly for them." Your Lordships will observe that thje 
books, — not the spirit of the books, but the books themselves^ 
— the wrii,ings, the outward letter, are treated as divine. 
(Wordsworth, Lecture 2.) Josephus also states that that 
Scriptures were committed to the care of the High Priest,, 
and that they were written with unerring certainty, accord- 
ing as events occurred; and he calls them Holy Scripture. 
Fhilo speaks to the same purpose. The words of Moses are 
oracles (logia). Genesis is styled hierai graphai, Exodua 
hiera hihlos, Leviticus hieros logos. Numbers, hierotatott 
gramma, Deuteronomy chreswos. His favourite idea is that 
of oracle. He uses this expression, "The Father of all 
uttered his oracles through the mouths of prophets." 

Such, upon the whole, and briefly stated, is the testimony 
of that Jewish Church to which, as St. Paul says, was com- 
mitted the oracles of God. And I maintain that if this testif 
mony stood alone, it would be so strong that it mast work 
conviction in the minds of reasonable persons. Here are cer- 
tain books, confessedly the most remarkable which were 
produced throughout the whole world, before Christ; in 
dignity of thought, in purity and elevation of tone and 
sentiment, in diction, also, and imaginative power, without 
any rival. And these books, the property of a people whose 
history is scarcely less remarkable than their book, have 
always been regarded by this most famous and singular 
people as divine books. Is it possible to account for the 
conviction, except by the fact that these books are indeed 
divine? 

But this is only the weakest link in the argument^ 
and I proceed to these later links, which are even more 
strong. Throughout these old books, there runs a constant 
thread of prophecy, which points to a great and Divine 
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If an, who shall some day rise among the Jewish people, and 
who, by his works and wisdom, shall regenerate and redeems 
the earth. And;thi8 thread of prophecy, becoming a voice and 
wandering beyond the Jewish people^made itself heard 
among the nations, and awakened strange, though dint 
hopes across the wide earth. At last this heaven -bom 
Man appeared, and what did He say of this m^steriouft 
book? He confirmed the witness of the Jewish Chureh. 
He treated the Jewish Scriptures as divine writings. Ht 
read them in the Jewish synagogues. He referred to them 
as authoritative records. He built His arguments upon 
them. He settled disputes by them. He ascribed error to 
want of acquaintance with them. He said that they could 
not be broken. He made them the rule of His own conduct. 
"Bb used them as His weapon when He fought with Satan in 
the wilderness, and Satan, more modest than sume of thos^ 
who boast of critical acuteness, bowed to their unerring 
wisdom and allowed himself to be refuted by tbem. Tht 
Bishop of Natal will say— and it is grievous to know that he 
has said it— that our Lord was ignorant and in error upon 
matters of this nature, and that He spoke as other Jews 
spoke, who were all mistaken. My Lords, I claim for this 
part of my argument the weight of absolute, divine 
authority. I will not for one moment allow that our Lord 
was not in everything the Son of God, and your Lordships, 
sitting as judges of that Church which is His Body, will 
not permit it to be even imagined here that His testimony 
upon this matter is not final and conclusive. But take the 
case of an apostle, and forget for an instant that the apostle, 
speaking by the Spirit, speaks as an inspired man. The Bis- 
hop of Natal will allow, I should suppose, that St. Paul waa 
a man of learning, and of great powers of intellect, and will 
admit that the man who counted himself a debtor to th« 
wise as well as unwise, and who was at home among 
Athenian philosophers, and quite a match for them, is an 
authority of some weight on these matters. What doea 
St. Paul say? He treats the Bible as a divine book. Hci 
tees in its facts spiritual mysteries. He says, ** All these 
things happened;" all these things of the Exodus, which 
the Bishop of Natal impugns; and he founds upon their 
truth those spiritual and doctrinal, lessons which vanish 
into nothingness if the facts on which they rest are not 
realities. And it cannot be said that St. Paul accommo- 
dates his teaching to the false views of those to whom h% 
wrote, for he says this to Gentile Chciatian«\ ^xi^ Vs^^ 
•ommuDicates his views of inspiTatioti U> t\AXi ^^^'vt>K» 
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cUfciple Timothy, who needed no accommodation, and 
who, if any one, could certainly have home to know 
the hare and naked truth. And the writers of the 
New Testament, generally, hear the same testimony. 
All follow the leading of their Divine Master and en- 
dorse the doctrine of the Jewish Church. They use 
the words "Scripture/* •* the Scriptures," "Scripture of 
the Prophets," "Holy Scriptures," as technical expressions, 
helonging exclusively to the sacred writings. They hand 
on to the Christian Church the opinions of its Jewish 
ancestor. They make belief in the Divine oracles a por- 
tion of the Christian faith. 

Here it is needful that I should not omit to notice 
that the appearance of cur Lord as man on earth, 
and the gift of ilie Spirit which resulted as the 
consequence of His return as man to Heavvjn, was sig- 
nalized by an addition to the sacred volume of a new ele- 
ment, which we might speak of as even more sacred than 
ts elder brother, if both were not essential parts of one 
'hole, and both were not divine. But I feel that it is quite 
.needless to enter into any special proof of the divine cha- 
) icter of the New Testament, >hich emanating especially 
irom Christ's Spirit, is vouched for by Christ's Church and 
(Jhrist's apostles, for no one who would concede to the Old 
Testament the title of Divine Scripture would for a moment 
withhold the same title from the New. 

Considering, therefore, that any difficulties which 
may be raised appertain chiefly to the Jewish Scrip- 
tures, and merely mentioning that this addition took 
place at the commencement of the Christian era, I 
pursue my argument by showing in what light the 
Bible has been regarded by that Spirit -illumined body 
which is the Christian Church. The Christian Church 
has taken up the testimt ny of Judaism, and carried the 
old faith in the peculiar sanctity of the divine writings 
over tlie whole eartli. Throughout the first eight centuries 
of the Christian era not a single theologian disavowed the 
fall inspiration of the Scriptures, and error of this kind was 
only tc be found among the worst of those heretical sects who 
cannot rightly be regarded as belonging to Christianity. 
Theodore, of Mopsuestia, in the fifth century, is the only 
person who has ever been regarded as an exception to this 
singular unanimity, and it is probab]e that the charges 
which have been brought against him upon this ground are 
not well founded, though he was justly condemned for his 
Nestorianism by the fifth general couucil. Excepting 
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those worst and grossest forms of heresy to which allusion 
has been made already, in all controversy both sides 
appealed to Scripture as the authoritative arbiter in all 
disputes. '* Tanta" writes St. IreoaBaM. '* fanta est autem 
circa Evangelium hcec firmitas, ut et ipsi heereiici testimonium 
reddant eiSy et ex tpsis egrediens unusquisque eorum conetur 
Muam confirmare doctrinam," It is of coarse impossible to do 
more than glance at the evidence on this subject; but I 
may say that the Article in the Nicene Creed is a formal 
testimony of a council to belief in the divine authorship; 
that Origen speaks of Jew and Christian as agreeing that 
the sacred books were written by the Divine Spirit; that in 
quoting Scripture it was usual to say, ** So spake the Holy 
Ghost;" that the Holy Ghost is said by S. Gregory the 
Great to be ** the author" of Job; and that such expressions 
as "Scriptures of the Lord," "Divine Scriptures," 
** Heavenly Letters," were generally current. St. Athanasius 
calls them " holy and divinely inspired." The critical 
Eusebius holds it presumption to try to show that there is 
error in them. St. Justin Martyr speaks of the words of 
a prophet as spoken by the Divine Word who moved him, 
and dares not imagine that one Scripture can contradict 
another. St. Augustine says that in Scripture the mem- 
bers of Christ wrote what their Head dictated, and that 
Scripture can neither deceive nor be deceived. But your 
Lordships will find numerous passages to the same effect in 
' Lee (Appendix G.) And I would also refer you tc Hagen- 
bach, pages 320 and 321, to Harold Browne in Aids to Faith, 
page :28d, to a most valuable collection of.passuges in 
Routh's Opuscula, and to n note in Farrcr's Bampton Lec- 
tures. And the doctrine of the Fathers was upon the whole 
the doctrine of the middle ages. " The Church of the mid- 
dle ages" (says Browne, Aids to Fnith 291), " had for the 
most part a belief similar to that of the earlier Fathers," 
though writers like Abelard rationalized upon this 
as upon other subjects, and others, led away by 
mysticism, adopted Pantheistic notions, which led to a 
rejection of Scripture as the Word of God. And thus fol- 
lowing the chain of history from the days of Moses to our 
•own day, and admitting that the claims of Scripture have 
in latter days been called in question, there is nothing 
which can at all disprove the assertion that the Church 
{as the Church) in all ages has held the opinion that 
Scripture is indeed divine. 

There are certain facts and usages which clearly 
point in the same direction, aud vo %Qvsi^ ^^ >^^<«^ 
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I shall reler now. Our 20th Attlele assigiM to the 
Charcb as part of its office that it shall bear witness to- 
Holy Writ and presenre its integrity. In token of thia. 
function it has been customary in every branch of the 
Church Catholic, from the second century down to our owjt 
day, to deliver to the newly consecrated Bishop a copy of 
the Holy Scriptures with a charge that he shall heed it an<l^ 
teach according to it. This custom, which symbolizes two 
aspects of the Bishop*s duty, — the maintenance of the 
truth, and the preservation of the book which contains it» 
— carries on the idea which we have seen to be a part o€ 
Judaism, and confers upon the Christian Bishop the cus- 
todiary office of the Jewish High Priest. It leads us back 
in thought to the Ark in which the law was deposited, and 
reminds us that the Bible still reposes beneath the gracious 
governing of the cherubic wings. Another testimony of 
the same nature is the reverence with which the Bible, or 
at least, the New Testament, was treated in the councili 
of the Church. Of the openioir of that council at Ephesus 
which condemned Nestorius, Fleury writes thus: "The 
Bishops opened the council in St. Mary's Church. . . . 
Upon the Holy Throne (the Bishop's seat) which stood in 
the centre, was placed the New Testament, to denote Christ's 
presence among them ; the Bishops were ranged down each 
side." There the Bishops sat in the Council, the New 
Testament placed upon a throne between them as they 
were ranged in rows beside it; confessing thus that they 
required its guidance, acknowledging its words as the will 
and law of God. It is impossible not to see in such a treat- 
ment of the New Testament a clear recognition of jts most 
intimate connection with Him whose name is the Word of 
God. We have another witness in the readiness witk 
which the early Christians braved death when required to 
deliver to the magistrate those sacred documents which 
were not less hatefiil to the heathen than they were pre- 
cious to themselves. The light in which the "traditores** 
were regarded is well known. The act to which they 
owed their names was considered sacrilege, and was 
treated by the Church as a betrayal of the faith. We saw 
before that the Jew would die for the sacred writings. 
The history of the Christian Church shows us that for the 
same book the Christian often died also. But, above all, 
the reading of the Holy Scriptures as part of her solemn 
worship, in imitation of the Jewish practice, and in the 
midst of hymns and thanksgiving which make that read- 
ing praise, is more than a witness to their divine character 
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other eTidenee were wantiog, this constant reading of 
Scripture would be convincing proof that the Church, as 
Christ's Bodj, regarded Scripture as her Master's Word. 

Now, mj Lords, I am quite aware that the argu- 
ment which has been thus drawn out might have bee& 
stated with greater force and more convinoiog cogency; 
lK|t at the same time I beliere that sufficient has bee^ 
said to show certainly, that in this wide-spread and 
universal conTiction we have a clear instance of a " vox 
populi," which is indeed the voice of God. Far be it from 
me to say that every brief and transient blast of popular 
opinion is that *' vox Dei" which man must clearly recog- 
nize as sounding upon earth from heaven. The crowd is 
oftener moved by iofluences which have no divine fountain. 
But when the ho pasi dokei of the ancient philosopher 
has been realized on this gigantic scale, when an ioflaence 
runs throughout a stream of centuries, and when a body 
like the Church of God, from Moses to our own days, sings 
as it were on one note, and delivers one consistent testi- 
mony, the truth to which it testifies must take its place 
among those moral certainties which force conviction, and 
speak from God within the human heart If a fkith like 
this were baseless, it would go far to prove that nothing was 
to be believed at all. 

But one thing, however, is certain. The Church 
which believes this rejects not the letter of the Bible, 
but taking letter and spirit together, accepts the very 
words as God's. To say that the Bible is the Word of 
God is one thing. To say that the Word of God is con- 
tained in the Bible is something quite different. If I say 
that the Bible is God's Word, I treat it as a kind of mys- 
tery. I recognize a divine and human element, a word of 
man and a word of God, so blended together, so linked in 
a mysterious union that while I cannot theorize about it, 
and state either where the human ends and the divine 
begins, or where the divine ends and the human begins, I 
must yet allow that the divinity runs throughout the least 
syllable, and is never absent from any part. Men will ask, 
is that verse divine in which St. Paul prescribes a little 
wine to Timothy, or asks for his parchments, and the 
cloak which he left at Ephesus? It might just as well be 
asked, was Christ the Son of God when He sat down to meat f 
The Son of God was God in the acts which were most 
human; His bloodshed upon the cross was th.ebl<y^<!i& 
Ood. And ao, in like maimeT, t^^ moil^ \nxn3Miw'^ve^ ^ 
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Scripture are penetrated with divinity, and the Spirit of 
iarod breathes life into the whole mass. If its name be the 
Word of God, as St. Paul calls it, and if the Son of God, 
speaking in it by His Spirit, gives it that name hy 
communicating to it His own properties, then, my Lords, 
it will follow that so to distinguish between the 
human and the divine as to separate the one from the 
other, is to adopt the heresy of Nestorius, who, in asserting 
^he distinction of our Lord's natures, denied their union in 
one Person and one God. I shall have occasion, upon 
another subject to argue that the Bishop of Natal has 
avowed opinions which are Nestorian, and I believe that 
those opinions are not an accidental error into which he has 
fidlen while endeavouring to escape a difficulty of his own 
creation, but are the flaw which runs throughout this whole 
book. He is a Nestorian when he treats of our Lord's 
knowledge. And he is guilty of a kindred error when he 
maintains that Scripture is not one divine book, in which 
human and divine elements mingle marvellously, but 
two things existing together in disunion ; the Word 
of God being really that God within the man who 
reads them, and which finds for itself in Scripture a 
word from heaven. My Lords, I am convinced that 
the only true light in which we can regard the Holy 
Scripture is when we take it as an organic whole. Strangely, 
and by the influence of the Spirit of God, who was its living 
principle, this book grew like a tree in course of long ages, 
spreading out its wide arms in forms which seem to man 
-extraordinary, and not such as man himself would have 
given to it, yet so growing that when its fulness was at- 
tained men marvelled at the surpassing beauty of its free 
and majestic limbs. And I maintain that it is j ust as 
absurd to separate between the letter and the spirit of the 
Bible as between the form and the life of a tree. The life 
and form may be distinguishable, but they are not divisible. 
And you may distinguish between the letter and the 
spirit of the Bible, but you cannot divorce them. You can- 
not say the letter is human and partakes of human error, 
but the spirit is unerring and divine. 

My Lords, the relationship between the Word written and 
the Word incarnate is a question of so much importance that 
I must dwell upon it, and point your attention to ore or 
two passages of Scripture which can only be explained by 
admitting that relationship. The famous saying in 
Hebrews iv is interpreted by Eusebius, Athanasius, 
'Chrysostom, Gregory Nyssen, Cyril, Ambrose, and 
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others among the ancients, and by Pearson, Sanderson, 
Jackson, Bull, and others among English theologians,. 
as applying to the incarnate Word first, and to the written 
Word secondarily. In like manner, the expression of St. 
Peter, in reference to new birth by the Word of God, is 
applied by the deepest divines to the Son of God. And, I 
bcHeye, that it is only in the recognition of this near con* 
nection between the book and the person, who have one and 
the same name, that the truth will be seen clearly upon 
controverted questions touching the Book of God. Theo- 
ries on this matter are no more possible than theories upon 
the mode of that union of natures which makes our Lord 
God and man in one person. All that we can do is to re- 
cognize distinctly that the book is the work at once of man 
and of the Good Spirit, while at the same time we claim for it 
that one name which alone describes its true character, and 
call it God*8 Word. 

If this be true, we cannot hesitate to admit that the 
Bishop of NataFs opinion is radically wrong, and con- 
tradicts the terms of our Articles, which again and 
again speak of it, not as if God's Word was discoverable 
in it, but as if it was itself, and, as a whole, the Book of 
God. The Articles call it holy; speak of its books as 
canonical — ruling, that is, and determining truth; refer to its 
authority as never doubted; contrast it with the Apocry- 
pha, as establishing doctrine; treat of the moral law which 
is contained in it as binding; affirm that the Creeds derive 
their warrant from it; say that we are bound to follow 
God's will as declared in God's Word; limit the appoint- 
ments and requirements of the Church by what is con- 
tained in God's Word written, nothing being necessary for 
salvation which is not found there; state that the decisions 
of councils must be based on Holy Scripture; condemn 
certain doctrines or practices as not warranted by Scrip- 
ture, but rather repugnant to the Word of God. There is 
no mistaking words and sayings such as these. They speak 
such language as a Church might be expected to speak 
which succeeds to that which has been held always, and 
which believes that the Bible, as a whole, is God's Word. 
They call certain books apocryphal, because God is not 
their author. They treat the Books of the Canon as the 
Word of God — and, as such, as true, authoritative, ruling, 
establishing doctrine, warranting faith and conduct, the 
guide and way of life. In short, they make the Bible that 
which I have ventured to call it, the infallible atsX^tA \tf^^ 
of God's Church. They do nol nu^ijoa^ \)aaX ^^^'^xws&asft 
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eur light on Holy Scripture^ bo as to find in it that whidi 
finds us, and which we ourmlTes import. They treat the 
Holy Bcripture as having authority in all matters of failli 
and rdigion, just as the law of the land has authority in 
civil matters over those who are subject to it. If we are to 
go to H(^y Scripture, and having God's Word in ourselvea^ 
or, in fact, being gods, for it amounts to that, are to find 
the divine in it, the Bible is not divine. Then we are 
divine, not the Bible. Then we cannot say, ** Thy Word 
is a light to my feet," but we must say, ** I am a light to 
Thy Word." I may add that the teaching of the Homilies 
is substantially the same at that of the Articles. They 
treat Scripture as the sure Word of God. 

It may be said, perhaps, although the argument scarce 
deserves an answer, that Article vi confirms the Bishop's 
language, because it speaks of Holy Scripture as oontaining 
all things needful to salvation. Tour Lordships are well 
aware that these words have quite another reference. 
Having an eye to another controversy, the Article affirms 
that nothing not deducible from Scripture has authority, 
and it denies that anything except Scripture can rule the 
minds and consciences of men. In reality, it condemns the 
view which we are now considering, for it magnifies the 
power and office of Holy Scripture, implying that it alone 
is God's Word. I shall have to recur to this subject, when 
•onsidering the vow which deacons take at ordination, but 
I believe that I have answered the fallacious argument 
which might be built upon the letter of the Article, and on 
-expressions in the Homilies to the like effeet. 

The Articles, as has been seen, are in direct opposition to 
that low theory of Scripture, which separating the human 
elements from those divine elements which are essentially 
united with them brings into contempt the whole book. I 
have now to ask your Lordships to compare with this 
theory the statements in the preface to the Prayer Book, 
Which are utterly repugnant to it. The preface, you are 
aware, states that the lender has been so arranged that 
the whole Bible shall be read annually. The whole Bible, 
or nearly all, is to be read. Here is no distinguishing 
hetween part and part,-~no setting up of old against new, 
aad new against old, to the disparagement of the 01d> 
llMtament,—-no comparison between Epistle and Gospel, as 
if tfie Gk>8pel was more the word of Christ than the letters 
of Hisi nspired ApostteSf though, undoabtedly, the calendar 
m k CU tn frequMt nMog the part* wliiob are least to b» 
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tCoi^goUen ia that whole which is all divine; but tbe Bible 
18 treated as one wholes and is called *Hhe very pure Word of 
God, tbe Holy Scriptures.'' And with what is it contrasted f 
With things untrue, uncertain, vain, superstitions, with 
legends and uncertain stories, which bring no profit to those 
ivho read and hear them? I do not |now point out how 
vepugnant both the letter and the spirit of this preface is to 
^t scandalous opinion which makes the storj of the 
Pentateuch a chain of legends and Samuel an impostor, 
who lies in strict accordance with those new laws of 
-critical morality which put to shame the law of Moses ; but 
I>flay, the venerable men who wrote the preface to the 
Prayer-book did not think tliat the Bible only contained 
the Word of God. They thought that the Bible— the Bible 
«8 a whole — the whole book pronounced canonical — is the 
Word of God. Nor did they draw the line between the 
letter and the spirit with that surprising subtlety which 
separates things inseparable, and bids us so to read that we 
should reject the miserable husk and only feed upon the 
kernel; but they give us the whole and tell us that it is all 
pure when understood rightly, all " sincere milk," all true 
bread, every word proceeding out of the mouth of God, 
lly Lords, when dealing with this unwarrantable division, 
I am reminded of an aphorism of Coleridge, who says, " It 
is a dull and obtuse mind that must divide in order to 
distinguish, but it is a still worse that distinguishes in order 
4o divide." He adds that in this worst form of dulness we 
must look for the source of heresy and other kindred evils. 
The Bishop so distinguishes between the human and the 
divine in Holy Scripture as to divide the indivisible. There 
is the source of his error in dealing with the Word of God. 
I need not dwell upon the sentence which is taken from 
the daily exhortation. It simply adds one to the innumer- 
4a>le testimonies of the Prayer-book, though it is worth 
notice that it speaks in the superlative, and describes the 
Kble as " God's most holy Word," Upon the Article in the 
Vicene or Constantinopolitan Creed I must remark some- 
thing. I have referred to it already as the decree of a 
eouncil, and as such, and as accepted by the Church whose 
universal opinion it embodied, as being an integral portion 
•f that voxpopuU which is truly the votoe of God. I would 
now point out that it is the Church's mode of affirming that 
the whole Bible is the work of God. Upon this eubjeet I 
•MKiot do better than quote the words of Dr. Lee in his 
teoond lecture on Inspiration: ** This ooofeseioa not «ulf| 
^MBtEtheiBt|Martioaerthei«ict«aLir^JMm \&^^dQA«)^ 
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of the Holy Gliost; but it lays down also, a^ a funda- 
mental doctriDe of Christianity, that Old and New Testa- 
tament haye proceeded from the same source, and are 
nlike divine. That to this latter truth the Article refers 
admits of no doubt. In fact, it merely embodies a 
tenet maiutained from the very first, in opposition 
to the various phases of Gnosticism ; for in the 
earliest writings composed in defence of Christianity, 
the epithet prophetic is the title usually assigned 
to the Holy Ghost." And he supports his assertion by 
references to patristic testimonies, which time forbids that 
I should now quote (pages 472, 480.) Here, then, we have an 
article on the Creed, which, describing all the writers oi 
Holy Scripture, Old and New, under the term prophets, 
makes the author of their writings to be the third Person of 
the Trinity, the Holy Ghost. The doctrine of the Church 
is, that all revelation is made by the Word or Son of God, 
and that the Person through whom He speaks is the Spirit, 
and that the men by whom He speaks are inspired by the 
Spirit. To this doctrine the article of the Creed now cited 
testifies ; and in testifying to it, declares that the Bible, at 
a whole, is God's Word. 

I proceed now to take up the declaration which 
a deacon makes at ordination. When the Bishop of 
Natal was himself ordained a deacon, he was asked 
by the Bishop this question: **Do you unfeignedly be- 
lieve all the canonical Scriptures of the Old and New Tes- 
tament ?" and lie made this answer, " 1 do believe them." 
Had he declined to make this answer he would not have 
been admitted to the office of a deacon, and he would not 
now have held the office of a bishop in the Church. More- 
over, the Bishop has asked this same question of every per- 
son who has been ordained to the diaconate by his own 
hands, and thus has again and again pledged himself to the 
truth, whatever it be, which these words contain and imply. 
His own ordination and his ordination of others alike bind 
him to that view of Holy Scripture which lies behind this 
question and this declaration, as the ground on which the 
first is asked end the second made. Now upon this matter 
there cannot be a shade of doubt. " All the canonical Scrip- 
tures.'* There is the word Scripturesy-^the technical word 
reserved for God's Book. There is the word canonical, de- 
noting rule, measure, standard, warrant, authority. Ther« 
is the word all, declaring that the book is one, that its parts 
are all essential, that together they constitute a whole, that 
nothing may be subtracted from them. Old and New 7e«to- 
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'4«tit,— there is the co-cqnality of the Hebrew and Christitn 
'Scriptures. Unfeignedly believed—there is the necessi^ 
of /aidi in them as connected in the closest waj 
with the God who ga?e them, and as the Code and 
Statute Book of Truth. These words, if they mean 
scnything, mean that there is a book different £rom 
all other books, emphatically the Scriptures, the 
writings of all writings; that this book has been 
determined by the Church to possess indisputable 
authority; that the parts of this book are members of one 
body, all essentiaUy connected, all breathing one spirit; and 
bat no one can be admitted even to the porch and vestibule 
of the Christian ministry unless there is in him that grace 
of faith which uofeignedly, without reserve, hypocrisy, 
doubt, or hesitation, ftiUy and lovingly receives them. If 
the Bishop of Natal is right, the question means, — Do you 
feel sure that the Word of God is to be found in the Bible 
by that light of reason which illuminates your own heart? 
Are you certain that there is a divine spirit contained 
within that fallible, historically doubtful, and sometimes 
historically false, passionate, erroneous letter which is the 
word of man? Upon the Bishop's view, a man is asked, on 
Dne of the most solemn occa8ion& of his life, — Can you dis- 
tinguish between the false snd the true in the Bible, and 
while you reject thefalse, believe the true? My Lords, will 
-any honest man say that this is what is meant by this most 
-solemn declaration? But the Bishop appeals to the Court 
of Arches. He can ask this question if Dr. Lnshington's 
law is to rule the faith of English churchmen. My Lords, 1 
do not pretend to any knowledge of law, but I must be 
allowed to say, with all respect for that venerable judge, on 
'Whose staff the Bishop of Natal leans, that if his dictum is 
law, it is not theology. It has been ruled by Dr. Lushington 
that the deacons' declaration means that '* the Holy Scrip- 
tures contain everything necessary to snlvation,'' and ** to 
that ettent they have the direct sanction of the Almightj.'* 
It is evident that Dr. Lushington confhses between 
the rule of teaching which is laid down first In Article vi, and 
again in the question addressed to candidates for the priest- 
hood — coni\ises, I say, between the rule of teaching thus 
defined and the profession of belief which is requhred of 
deacons. The Article and the Bishop, addressing the 
expectant priest, tell him,— Tou are not to teach as binding 
md necessary anything not in Scripture; Scripture is th( 
rule for the Church. Dr. Lushingtou ««^^ %\i\% t&kas!^^ 
that yon may ditftinguish between w\iiA Sm >Ka\&»xk «s^v^ 
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dWine in Scriptnre, and so long as you believe that all that 
ia diTine is to be found there, you may treat as you think 
fit all that is human. I maintain, my Lords, that if this 
was the doctrine of the English Church she would be a 
Church no longer, for she ha» been unfaithful to her ofllce 
as the witness and keeper of Holy Writ. But I deny that 
the Church of England suffers this. And Dr. Lush- 
ington himself denies it, fur he sayi^ at a later stage of the 
same judgment: "I must hold that to deny that the 
Holy Scripture containetli all things necessary to 
salvation, or to deny tlie caoonicity of these Books, or 
any of them, or substantially to impeach their divine 
authority, would be a violation of Article vi," 
and also '' a disregard of the declaration of belief made in 
them at the ordination of deacons.'' My Lords, I assert 
that the Bishop's views impe>^ch the divine authority of 
Holy Scripture. It might as well be maintained that a 
man's mind is not hurt wlien insults are directed against 
his body as that the divine part of Scripture is not im- 
peached and injured when its letter is denied to be the 
Word of God. 

I maintain, then, that the vie^^ which the Bishop 
i i Natal has published is a denial of the faith as 
touching the Word of God. To say that the Bible contains 
the Word of God, but is not that Word — which is one of his 
modes of speaking— or to say that the spirit of the Bible, not 
1 he letter of the Bible, is the Word of God, which is another, 
and, in this book, synonymous expression — is to separate the 
human and divine elements as things which have no essen- 
tial relations to eacii other, and are not necessarily bound 
in one. This has never been the faith of the Church, 
whether Jewish or Christian. The Jewish Church reve- 
renced the very letter as divine. The Christian Church, 
succeeding to the Jewish faith, has never ceased to look 
upon the whole Bible as a divine book. That book has 
been read in churches as if its words were a message from 
heaven. Tiiat book has sat as the voiceless president of 
eouncils symbolizing the Invisible Word, who is the Son of 
God. For that book, in tiraea of persecution, saintly men 
and women have shed their htHrts' blood. And we, of the 
Church of England, heirs of all the past ages, call it in our 
Liturgy aiKl Articles-^what generations without number 
have called it — God's Word. Is the Bishop of Natal to rise 
from his episcopal seat and tell us, against the testimony of 
ages, against the witness of Jew and Gentile, against 
the £Etith of saints and martyrs, that it is fully to 
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rererence the letter, and stiperstition to say that a 
book which men wrote is God's Word. I will not 
wny that superstition has left the Word of God un- 
touched. There may be those who forget that the Bible 
and the liying Church must go together, and that the Bible 
is not the instrument by which our Lord designed to change 
the world. I admit that some are apt to dissociate the 
Word trom that body of Christ which is intrusted with it. 
But, admitting all this, we cannot afford to yield an 
inch in this matter ; we cannot allow this book to 
be despised as not the Book of God. My Lords, the Bible 
is the Word of God, and to say that God*s Word is contained 
and may be found in it is to deny that it is the Word of God. 

The Bishop of Graham's Town inquired whether the 
Dean intended to argue that the letter of the Bible, as 
such, was the Word of God? Usinjj the illustration which 
he had himself employed, would it be correct to say of the 
human nature of our Blessed Lord, apart from His divine 
nature, that it was the Word of God? 

The Dean : If you separate them, perhaps not. But I 
argue that you cannot separate them. And it is the same 
with the Bible. 

The Bishop of Graham's Town: Do you insist in your 
charge that the letter of the Bible is the Word of God? 

The Dean: We do not insist in the charge that it is so. 
And my argument is that you cannot separate the humaa 
element from the divine. 

The Dean then proceeded: 

VI. 

The subject to which I now come is most intimately related 
with that which has gone before it, and much of what I 
haye said already bears upon this new point. Indeed 
l^e two subjects might have been treated together, but it was 
thought upon the whole desirable that we should first take 
itp the Bishop's view of the Bible, as a whole and in it« 
general aspect, and then proceed to those more special ani 
detailed opinions upon the nature of its inspiration which 
might be treated as distinct from the wider and broado* 
view. I shall endeavour, as far as possible, to keep from 
repetition, and to call the attention of your Lordships only 
to such matters as have not yet been under review. 

From the passages which are before your Lords liips under 
the 6thiiead you will see that the Bishop's view of inspiration 
contains in itself the following ingredients. The Bible is a 
human book. It ig to be reverenced as the b^%\Ql\^^sc^%^x^iKk 

1.1 
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work of liTing' men like ourselves. Just as the Greeks were 
jCbosen by G^ and endowed by the Father of Iiighlsibr 
educating the world in art and science and literature, md 
the Romans for certain purposes of law and goyeroment, lo 
the Hebrew race had, as a gift, to be instruments of reve^ 
lation and the special messengers of God's grace. The 
spirit of the age and the people has, therefore, a large shave 
in the form and composition of the book, which is to be 
judged by the laws of ordinary criticism and criticized as 
other ancient writings. Taking this view, he naturally tsUs 
us that we need not be at all afraid that we are treadiog 
upon holy ground. The writers are not under in&llilile 
guidance, and do not claim divine infallibility. There isnefc 
the slightest reason to suppose that the writer of the Ben* 
tateuch ever professed to write even actual historical truth. 
But we have not yet got to the bottom of the opinion. To 
do this we must see the anatomy of the book. The Bishpp 
then dissects the book with the knife of a relentless criti- 
cism, and having cut to the bone this human body, proceeds 
to tell us that the Pentateuch is composed of legends, pidccd 
up by Samuel in his circuit as a judge, much as 'Sir 
Walter Scott migHt have learnt the Border tales in his wan* 
derings among the lowland hills of Scotland, the mirades 
being wholly due to the exaggerative tendencies of time and 
long tradition, and the legends and miracles together being 
woven by the prophet into a tale which seems to be a his- 
tory, while the blanks were filled up by his imagination,, 
and deficiencies supplied by his religious mind. It is said 
that extremes meet, and the Bishop, having spent his early 
days in literature of a severely scientific nature, may be 
designing in his older age to ^turn his mind to lighter sub- 
jects; but I must beallowed to inquire is this what we are 
asked to call criticism? Proposing to account for the exist* 
ence of a set of writings which, to say the least, are ftiU of 
great thoughts, and which are of a high order of literary 
excellence— not to say that they are full of religious maxinos 
and precepts — the critic who is to set us all right and 
show us our exceeding blindness on these subjects actuaUy 
tells us that these works were composed by a very great 
and very good man, who, writing a romance, calls it a narra- 
tive or history, and imparts to this tissue of fables and spu- 
rious miracles a high religious tone and spiritual character, 
do not think that I have unfairly stated the Bishop's view, 
end I must candidly confess that it excites my warmest 
ndignation. But as a matter lor argument, this is the 
■k/i^^ "' WBpmtion which we must look, lot m Holy 
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'Scripture. And I regret to bslj that the bottom of the gul! 
has not been reached yet; for at page 369 I am afraid tha; 
tie Bishop desires to dart a sneer against the sacred narra- 
tlf«, shooting backwards, like the Parthian of old, as he fliet - 
fh)m hit former faith. At least sach is the tone of the 
whtie passage, and it is only on this supposition that I can 
aeeoant for the stop with which he points the quotation 
iHtere he gives us a portion of a Saxon genealogy, and traces 
ISlig Alfred to Sceaf the son of Noah, who was born in 
libah's ark! St. Chrysostom reverently says that even in 
the genealogies of Scriptnre there are mysteries. It wonld ' 
be too much to look for reverence like this in one who 
teaehes that the Bible is a common book; but surely the 
Bible is beyond the reach of ridicule. I should be glad to 
think that the charge is not warranted; but I am afnJd that 
the Bishop has so lost his reverence for Holy Scripture thflft 
hie feelings regarding it can find expr^'ssion in a cold f^nd 
miserable sneer. After tliis we are prepared for anything 
and wekarn without astonishment that tiie name of Jehovah 
<oomes from Egypt, and was introduced by Samuel in imi- 
tation of some Egyptian name of God. 

Now, my Lords, there is no mistake about a view 
Iflce this. The Bishop's style is vigorous, and he tells 
in with a force and clearness which we might admire 
upon a topic which was worthy of it, that the Bible is 
a common book. That it was not divine, we have seen 
already. But now he plainly tells us that the book is 
human. The Pentateuch originated (so he says) in a 
poately human manner; not from God, but from tlie mind 
of Samuel, in an effort to make his people religious. And 
being human to the backbone, it may err in matters of 
history, and is to be criticized with the utmost freedom, 
and in a spirit the opposite to that which God required of 
Moses when He told the Prophet to take off his shoes from 
qS his feet, because the place on which he stood was holy 
ground. Wherein, then, consists the inspiration? The 
Bishop tells us (381), in these men ** the same gracious 
spirit was operating three thousand years ago, as now," in 
US. It is plain that in the view of the Bishop inspiration in 
Holy Scripture is specifically of the same kind as thnt by 
"Which all good members of the Church are always actuated; 
and that the Bishop adopts the opinion of Mr. Maurice, who 
atks if there is any difference between the inspiration 
wiiich we pray for in the Collect for the Communion Ser?ice 
and that by which the writers of the sacred bojk were • 
moved f The source of this opinion is 3cYi\^\«iYnafi\\«x,%xA<,«ai 
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it is necessary to understand its bearings, I shall set b^oi& 
your Lordships Schleiermacher*s view. In his opinion the 
idea of inspiration is of quite subordinate importance in 
Christianity, the statements of the sacred writers being, in 
fiict, nothing more than the result of the natural faculties 
of the human mind exercised in reflecting upon the revela- 
tion of Jesus Christ. This principle was borrowed, through 
Spinoza, from Maimonides, the leading spirit of modem 
Judaism, who liyed in the twelfth century, and is thus 
expressed by Spinoza : '* Merito mentis naturam ..... primam 
DivincB revelationis cavsam statuere possumus.*' Accordingly, 
Schleiermacher objects to *' thenotion that the agency of the 
Holy Spirit in the composition of the Scriptures is of a 
specific kind, distinct from its working in the uniyersaJl 
Church and from its general agency in the disciples of 
Chiist." Inspiration, in sliort, is the ordinary influence of 
the Holy Spirit; and when this has once been determined, 
It is easy to confuse between the nature of the human 
mind and spiritual influence, so as to resolve inspiration 
into the natural effort of tlie human faculties. 

This, at any rate, is what the Bishop of Natal does. With 
him, inspiration leaves the writing which is composed beneath 
its influence among the ordinary class of human books. In 
degree of excellence it may be higher, but in kind the in- 
spiration which moved St. Paul or St. John is not different 
from that which moves a good man now, or even from those 
motions of the spirit by which JEschylus wrote his tragedies 
and Socrates taught a high philosophy. To an inspiration of 
this nature we can be asked to listen only upon one ground, 
and that the personal excellence of the man who speaks 
beneath its influence. In proportion to his holiness God 
employs him as an oracle, and men must attend to what he 
speaks, as being so far forth divine. But, then, how does it 
come to pass that men like Balaam speak by inspiration; 
or how shall we distinguish between that in a true prophet 
which is worthy of attention, and that in which he speaks 
erroneously, and as an uninspired man? St. Peter did not 
l^ways speak or act riglitly, and yet he wrote inspired 
epistles. His character is one thing, and his inspiration ia 
Another. A theory like this breaks down as soon as 
it is tested, and we see at once that inspiration as con- 
nected with revelation is speciflcally a special and 
eitraordinary endowment of the Holy Ghost.* 

Inspiration, then, is not the same influence of the Spirit aa 

*^e Lee on InFpiratioD, page 239 ; Hookfit ^eitagn ^. ^. ^. 
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that which makes a man good. It is a special endowment 
bestowed for a speeific purpose when God desires to com- 
municate His mind and will by man to man. The Son, 
who is the Word of God, the Logos^ the sole revealer of 
the Godhead; the Son, who, as St. Athanasius writes, '*has 
it for His office, by His peculiar providence and setting in 
order of the universe, to afford instruction concerning the 
Father," when He designs to speak to man, sends His 
Spirit into the mind of some cYiosen person who speaks by 
inspiration and imparts to His fellowmen the Word of 
Grod. The word thus spoken is a human word, and has 
all the essential characteristics of human speech, but it ia 
not the word which man's wisdom speaketh, but the word 
which the Hely Ghost speaketh. As St. Paul teaches, it 
is not the word of man. but of God. 

There is no impossibility in such a union of the divine 
with the human, however strane^e and mysterious the union 
may be. If God could become flesh, assuming man's nature, 
there is nothing in the nature of things to prevent this union 
between the mind of tko Spirit and the mind of man, 
between the thoughts of God and hum.ii) language, which 
is the wheel of the chariot of human thought. We know 
that the Spirit connects Himself in some way with Chris- 
tian ordinances, so that the sacraments consist of an 
outward sign and an inward grace; strictly they are 
outward signs of an inward grace. It is only a mystery 
of the same kind if the language of man is the Word of the 
Spirit. Man, too, and man's body, is made the temple of 
the Holy Spirit, and it is therefore quite within the limits 
of possibility that man's language spoken under a special 
and extraordinary influence may be the Word of God. 

But if this be the truth which we mean when we speak of 
Holy Scripture as given by divine inspiration, is an. 
influence like this compatible with error? Is a book thus 
written fallible? Can error of any kind find place within 
the Book of God? My Lords, 1 am quite aware that I am 
entering upon a question of exceeding delicacy, and not 
without some or many difficulties; but I feel also that to 
shirk it would be an act of moral cowardice, and that 
an opinion upon this point, though not perhaps essential to 
a decision of the case which is before the Court of this 
Province— for the Bishop of Natal's opinions are contrary 
to any view of inspiration whatsoever— must be formally 
and definitely pronounced by the Chutclv <it ¥A!i"^xA^ 
later or boodcf, if that Church is Xo %\x\dL<i \vet ^^^xw^ 
Mud perform her duty as a w\ti\«%« lot ^Jaa vw5»- 
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Tliesame spirit of unbelief which of old assailed the 
Persons of the Godhead, roTived in modern times, under a 
new form, assails .now the works and offices of those Divine 
Persons, denies the atonement, denies the inspiration of the 
Word of God. And if the Church is to do her office, and 
to stand as a lighthouse amid these waves which rage and 
swell tumultuously, she must accommodate herself to 
!iavel forms of heresy, and speak, where speech is needed, 
Ml clear tones of truth. I feel, therefore, that it is my duty,. 
as pleading on this question, to state what I believe to be 
ilie true doctrine, and to show, as I think, that every 
charge of error in history or in any other matter is a liba 
against that holy book. I sh:ill state my opinion briefly, 
and rather indicate the grounds of argument than follow 
it jout at fiill length. The evidence upon this point which 
our Lord Himself furnishes is of the strongest character. 
He calls Himself the truth. He says that He came into 
the world to bear witness to the truth. He told Nicodemus 
that He testified what He knew and had seen. We are told 
more than once that His words upon earth were the Words 
•f God. And, as He was the truth Himself, so He calls 
the Holy Spirit whom He would send the Spirit of Truth, 
and says that He would guide into all truth. And, more- 
over, He used once this expression — " Thy Wor<i is truth." 
If any one could wish for stronger proof than these of the 
perfect identification of our Lord and His cause in every 
way with truth, he must be insensible to the force of proof 
and argument. We must hold, with sayings such as these 
beforo us,— and these are only specimens,~either that our 
Lord was a deceiver, or that He knew everything with 
absolute and divine omniscience. How, then, does our 
Lord treat the Jewish Scriptures? As to His general treat- 
ment I have already spoken; but how does He deal with its 
particulars? He treats them as if the least word was full 
of meaning. From the tense of a verb in a saying, which 
we in our blindness might have treated as a formula, ** I 
am the God of Abraham,*' He deduces the distinctive 
doctrine of the Christian f^ith, as from the singular **seed," 
St. Paul derives the doctrine that all are saved in Jesus 
Christ. And how does He treat those facts which doubting 
critics have disputed, upon no grounds except that they 
involve a niiracle? He treats them as true, some of them 
so true that they arc types of His own history. The story 
of Jonah, the story of the flood, the giving of the law, the 
leliverance from Egypt, the manna of the wilderness. He 
speaks of all these as true, and as parts of a true history. 
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:I may say^for the Gospels warrant the assertion— that He 
%8take8 His own veracity and credibility upon the truth of 
the Old Testament in whole or in part. Tiie Apostles treat 
the Jewish Scriptures in the same spirit and in the same 
wajr. The speaking of Balaam's ass; the story of the fall; 
the flood; the history of all the patriarchs; the Exodus; the 
history of Joshua and tlie Judges, are dealt with, I will not 
mdy say as true, but as so true, so indisputable, so engrayen 
as it were with a pen of iron in the rock of authentic 
history, and so blended with the science of theology and 
with the record of God's doings upon earth that they are 
shown to abound, with moral and spiritual lessons, and are 
historic symbols of the truth. And it cannot be said that 
they are dealt with as though they were parables, because 
they are expressly spoken of as facts. Take from them 
their historic character, and all the lessons and doctrines 
which are built upon them fall with the loss of the founda- 
tion. In fact, just as the facts of our Lord's life. His birth, 
death, resurrection, being facts first become doctrines, and 
become doctriae because they are real facts, so the facts of 
Scripture history are, as it were, the womb of Christian 
theology and teem with symbols, hopes, and prophecies of a 
coming Christ. With all this before us— and the case has 
not been fully stated (for what becomes of nil the doctrine 
of the great Epistle to the Hebrews if the history and divine 
interposition which is blended with it be not true)— can it 
be argued that Scripture may be in error, and yet may be 
inspired by God? If this is possible then a doctrine in the 
Hew Testament may be built upon a legend in the Old, then 
a truth can be established upon a base of unreality, then 
fictions can be the ground of faith. My Lords, it seems to 
me that mere common sanse repudiates such notions as 
these. That true reason which, when it knows its place, so 
admirably guides us in the concerns of life, asks for facts 
and truth as the ground of moral teaching and all liTing 
faith. To base lessons uponlcgends or uncertainties is to build 
upon the air. And I believe that Archimedes might as 
well have been content with air for the fixed point on which 
to rest his lever, as that anything but actual true historic 
fact can be the ground from which our Lord could move 
the world. If God can be uotrue, then the book which is 
the Word of God can be untrue; but not otherwise. A book 
which has error mingled in it, a book which, rightly under- 
stood, and judged according to those true laws of criticism 
which apply to its several kinds of literature, fails to stand 
the test of perfection, cannot have abaoVaXe «MVXi^\\\i^ x ^svcv-- 
aoi speak to man as if it was the ^oifie ot Oi^^ 
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It is admitted of course that the Bihle does not speak in 
scientific lanjruage. It passes science hy. Science is not a 
thing with whicli it cloims to deal. But with most of the 
objections of this kind which are sometimes made it will b& 
time to deal when our almanacks have grown pedantic, and 
with a prudery of science which all will pronounce ridicu- 
lous, decline to say that the sun rises, and object to admit 
that the snn sets. 

There may be infirmity, no doubt, in Scripture^ 
weakness such as belongs of necessity to human nature, 
limits which the Spirit of God accepts as binding on Him- 
self, when He comes into contact with earth and the con- 
tracted powers of humanity. But these are only like those 
restraints which our Lord saw fit to recognise when He 
assumed our nature. He was hungry. He was thirsty. 
He suffered pain and many other evils. These, however,, 
were quite consistent with the possession of that Godhead 
which voluntarily submitted to them, and which added to 
its glory by the bonds which it wore. There was infirmity 
in Christ, limitation, submission to human power and 
authority, but there was no error, no fallibility, no ignor- 
ance, no deception, no sin. And so, in like manner. Scrip- 
ture may have its human imperfections, its seeming though 
not real inconsistencies, its difficulties which try faith, its 
liability to alteration and corruption in the hands of copy- 
ists and translators, but I cannot admit that error can find 
entrance into that which holy men wrote when they were 
borne along like a ship with sails outspread by a divine 
afflatus, and spoke, not indeed without their own particular 
intelligence, but by the Holy Ghost. I do not Intend to 
delay jour Lordships by quoting largely upon this subject. 
Passages already quoted or referred to on the general subject 
of the Bible abundantly confirm the view which has been 
taken. But I must refer your Lordships to an extract from Dr. 
Wordsworth's Preface to the New Testament, which, as ex- 
pressing the sentiments of St. Augustine and St. Jerome, is 
of great weight on this point.* 

At any rate, whether the course of this argument 
has been true or not, and whether such men as St. 
Augustine and St. Jerome are right or not, a book 
filled with error, such as the Bishop of Natal has 
called the Bible, is not, cannot be inspired at all. The 
inspiration which the Bishop concedes is not worth 
having. It is simply a delusion. If the Bible is but a 
common book, and the Pentateuch a romance of history^. 

*Wdr^ - Greek Teatament, Preface to ^oL \,^i^^. 
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coloured by a religiout purpose, which in his ejes qan be- 
ipligions still; if at any point we maj meet with error, and 
where we feel most sure of fact may only be dealing with a 
fiction, the Bible is of little or of no use. At best it is a. 
book of mere opinions. We had better follow the light o£ 
reason. We had better go back to ancient times and grope 
in the darkness of philosophic systems than follow ao 
authority which in its claims is fi&Ise. What we want is 
an authority, something of which we can be sure. We da 
not want opinions. Opinions are to be had easily, and axe 
not worth much when they are got. We want a ground 
of faith, and that ground the Church must giye us. But 
the Church cannot give it unless it can fall back on 
something certain. The Church must go for its au- 
thority to something which can no more err than 
Ood can err. It must go to the Word of God. And^ 
in fact, the Bishop is quite aware of this. For, having 
shown, as he considers, that the Bible has no special 
inspiration, he tells us plainly that conscience and reason 
in each individual man is a better and higher light than 
either Church or Bible. We are ourselves our own most 
perfect light, and need no other luminary. 

The Bishop's view of the Bible is, in fact, as L 
have had occasion to show already, a debased Nesto- 
rianism, applied with all the rashness of modern scep- 
ticism, to that Written Word which stands in the 
most intimate connection with the Incarnate Son of 
God. We do not meet in ancient times with well 
developed heresy upon those subjects which are the battle 
ground of error in modern times; but, as we have seen 
before in a page which was quoted from the Aids to Faith,, 
the heresies which touched our Lord's Persons involved 
and implied others which time and thought brought out. 
How true this is with respect to the atonement has been 
shown already. I believe it to be no less true with reference 
to the Word of God. The substance of the Nestorian heresy 
is this. It makes the relation of our Lord's manhood to 
His Godhead a merely outward relation; the manhood 
co-exists with the Godhead, but it is not leavened by it, it ia 
not penetrated through and through with God. The pre- 
dicates therefore are not convertible, and you cannot speak 
of those acts in which the man was prominent as God's 
acts, nor can you speak of what is essentially divine aa 
done by the Sou of Man. By denying; llv^ ocksxi^v&^'l^^t.- 
sonalily it separates between the m«si wi^ Q^o^. ^w« ^^^^a^ 
is the BubBtance of the Bishop's opmVou «u. \^aa ixIXsv^^J^^., %»» 
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the opinion is adopted in the barest and most offensiTe 
ibnn. The human element of the Bible exists, according 
to him^ externally to the divine. The figure of a hnsk or"^ 
aliell, which I haireused before, both in its worthlessness and 
ia its separation from the kernel, exactly described that 
complete independence and separation which charaeteriset 
the connection between the human and divine elements in 
the one book. There they are together, the one fit only to 
be4>roken and rejected, the other worthy to be eaten and' 
receiyed as good. The letter, that is human; the spirit, that 
is divine; and the divine is contained within the human, 
bvtmaybe severed from it and live and exist still. He 
holds this opinion in a form as offeosive as can well be 
imagined; he breaks the shell, he flings it to the ground, he 
crushes it beneath his feet with scorn and indignation, he 
grinds it into powder and then throws it to the wind; 
Soeh, too, though less ofiiensively, has been the form 
which Nestorianism took in other ages when it pro- 
'Ceeded to speculate upon God's Word. Antioch was 
the chief nursery of Nestorian opinions, and also of 
that school of interpreters who, re-acting against 
that allegcrizing tendency which was based on high rever- 
ence for Scripture, looked chiefly to the grammatical 
meaning of the language, and sometimes forgot that the 
book, though human, was divine. Among these interpre- 
tersj whose opponents were chiefly found at Alexandria, 
was Theodore of Mopsuestia, a great commentator, especi- 
ally on the minor Prophets. And Theodore, after death, 
was condemned by a council for Nestorian doctrine, which, 
no doubt, was fairly laid to his charge. His commentaries, 
I may add, till quite lately were hid from light in the 
Nestorian Church. Later, in the 12th century, Abelard, to 
whom I have referred already, put forth opinions upon Holy 
Scripture which were essentially those of modern Ration- 
alists, and in a form so undisguised and unmistakable, that 
even Mosheim, who contrasts him favourably with St. 
Bernard, in some particulars, and who was no enemy to 
free thought, condemns them as injudicious lucubrations. 
Abelard too, was charged, and justly charged, with being a 
Hestorian. Abelard, as St. Bernard says, was guilty of 
almost all heresy. ** Cwn de Trinitate loquitur sapit 
Arnan; cum ae graiid gapii Felayium; cum de persond 
Ckristi sapit Nestorium." These are specimens of an inter- 
nal correspondenco between the humanizing views of Scrip- 
ture and the error of Nestorius, which throw some light 
«pon the question which we are considering, and indicate. 
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at I believe, the exact nature of the error which is inrxAr^A' 
in it. The Bishop of Natal despises the ktter beeaase'lto 
divides it from the sphrit. The Bishop of Ncttal calls itra 
Bierely human book. It has become to him humao, became,, 
'in the blindness of a self-wise spirit, he has lost the siglU 
of that divine light which transfigures the human fortlMNK 
who believe in the divine. While he cries we see, hie eiu 
lemains. "While he boasts of his skill, he is given up to a 
delusion. It becomes to him that which he makes it. By- 
confidence in his own wisdom he has lost theclnewhi^ 
would lead him through its difficulties, and. now he wandera 
in the labyrinth with nothing which can guide his footstepa 
or show his way. 

I have only to say further, upon this subject, that 
I believe it impossible to suffer such opinions to <pa8s 
without a condemnation. I shall not trouble your 
lordships with any reference to the Articles and Formula- 
ries of the Church, because I will simply ask you to 
consider that all which has been said by me upon the 
former head has been repeated, and repeated, too, with 
greater emphasis, on this head of inspiration. If our 
Articles, and Liturgy, and Prayer Book generally ooa- 
demn that broad distinction between the letter 
and the spirit which might perhaps admit of some kind 
of attempt at explanation, and forbid a Bishop of the 
Church to preach and teach that the Bible is not the Word 
of God, it cannot tolerate the same Bishop when, with 
reckless and unsparing pen, he writes the book historically 
worthless, and pronounces the Pentateuch a string of 
legends and lying wonders compiled by an imaginative 
Prophet for a good and pious end. I have carefully con- 
sidered the Bishop's theory of authorship, and while I 
confess that it is somewhat vague, I can only come to the 
conclusion that he has taken some such view as this. He 
talks sometimes of a history, sometimes of a narrative, 
sometimes of an historical experiment; but he certainly 
appears to hold that it was published as a history ; if not a» 
a matter-of-fact, veracious history, still as a history of soom 
kind or other. And, in fact, if it was not published as a 
history, the case as against the Bishop would be eveu 
worse. To say that he dealt with matters of the bigbeek 
sanctity in any other way than as facts and actual occur- 
rences, is to make him even less alive to the ordinary 
principles of reverence and truth. Now what are we to B9J 
of such a theory as this? 

J will end this portion of the ca&% \>i "nxsas^^^^ 
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your Lordships that this opinion ot the Bishop has 
been condemned by the Lower House of Convoea* 
tion in the FroTince of Canterbury, and by reading 
that portion of the report of the committee which bears on 
this point. Tou are aware that the Upper House, by a 
▼ery large majority, approTed of the report of the Lower, 
so that you have in it a formal expression of the mind of 
the Province of Canterbury from both orders in the Church. 
I will algo read an extract from Farrer*s Bampton Lec- 
tures, which shows th^t this low view of inspiration has 
never been recognized within the English Church. 
The Dean then read the extract in question. 

The Bishop of Graham's Town: You have contended, 
Mr. Dean, that the Bishop of Natal denies a special inspi- 
ration to the Bible. Have you noticed his language in one 
of the passages cited, as well as in other parts of his book? 
Does lie not speak of a special inspiration in the passage 
in page 383? 

The Dean said he had carefully examined the Bishop's 
words. In the passage particularly referred to by his 
Lordship, the gift of inspiration, whatever it might be, 
enjoyed by the Israelites, was made exactly parallel with 
the gifts of the Greeks and Komans— this, and nothing 
more. 

The Bishop of Cape Town would remind the Dean of 
explanatory passages in the preface to the third part of the 
work on the Pentateuch, to whicli the Bishop of Natal had 
asked them to refer. 

The Dean said that if the preface to the third part 
were put in as a defence, it would be proper to examine 
it in the reply. He then proceeded with his argument. 

VIL 

Upon the passages contained in the 7th schedule it 
is not needful to say much. They stand or they fall 
aocording to the view which may be taken of those which 
have already been considered. If Scripture be true, and if 
by Scripture we mean all the canonical books described in 
the 6th Article, to treat the whole Pentateuch, the Books of 
Judges, Joslma, and Chronicles, as the Bishop of Natal has 
treated them, is to deny the truth of Scripture, and tb hold 
opinions which are contrary to the vows and professions 
which are implied in his office, and without which he could 
not hold the position which he now fills. 

I will state to your Lordships what it is that'he has pub- 
lished respecting these ¥ooks. With regard^to parts of the 
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Fentateach and the Pentateuch as a whole, he denies, in terms 
as dear and foreible as the English tongue is able to supply, 
that the J are historically true. That is to 8ay,clairoing as they 
certainly do to be history, they are not what they pretend 
to be; they are false. The story of the Exodus is not to 
be called a fiction, because the writer is not consciously 
dishonest. The only interpretation which I can put on 
this is that the writer is dishonest, but he does not know 
it, and the Bishop will not call him so. To say that a man 
of such an order of intellect as the writer of these books 
must have been, could publish such things as these without 
being aware that he had no right to publish them at all, 
unless they were Tcritable fact, and could be proved on 
evidence to be so, is simply absurd. Either he published 
them knowing that they were not true, in which case he 
was dishonest, or he published them without having 
proved their truth, in which case he was profane. In the 
Bishop's view he was certainly dishonest. But the Bishop 
will not call him a dishonest man. Coming to particulars, 
he says that the Pentateuch is full of absolute palpable; 
aelf*contradictions« of impassibilities as tomatters of fact . 
and also of exaggerations. The story of the flood is incre- 
dible for geological reasons. And the Bishop, aware that 
iie is the first Bishop who has stated such opinions, can only 
express his wonder that this should be a fact, and that the 
clergy generally should still regard as a paramount duty, 
and as necessary to salvation, and as part of the orthodox 
faith, to believe that the Exodus is an historical narrative. 
This last statement is important, because it amounts to a 
distinct admission that his opinions are not in agreement 
with the faith. 

Joshua, that eminent type of our Redeemer, by name, by 
office as leader of the chosen people into the land of promise, 
that mighty conqueror whose sword drunk deeply of the 
blood of Canaan, was not a real man. He was a myth, a 
legendary personage. So that the book of Joshua is rele- 
gated along with the Pentateuch into the shadowy regions 
of mythology. What an outrage upon common sense is this! 

The stories of the Judges are treated in the same style, and 
the song of Deborah, to suit his Jehovistic theory, is "a lay 
of ancient Israel," composed at a later period of Jewish 
history, much in the same way as an author of great 
oelebrity put forth in modern times his lays of ancient 
Home. 

The Chronicles are written at a late period. They 
contradict the Kings and Samuel, and the chronicler** 
•tatements are not at all to be relied oi\. 
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'Opinions tBch as these are at Tariance with the Arficki. 
The Bishop, denying their truth and genuineness, damagoi, 
or attempts to damage, the authority of nine 
of the canonical hooks. In so doing he contradicfcs 
Article ti, which treats these hooks as canonical, and 
their authority as heing never douhted in the Church. Th0 
Bishop contradicts Article ni, which treats the Kmr 
Testament as not contrary to the Old. If he is right, th 
Kew Testament is contrary to the Old. The ^e% 
Testament speaks of the Mosaic account of creation 
and marriage, of the institution of the Sahhath, of the stozj 
of Cain and Ahel, of the flood and Noah's history, of the 
destruction of Sodom and Gomorrha, of Abraham as the 
iktber of the faithful, of the. institution of circumcision, of the 
covenant with Abraham and Isaac and Jacob, of the ap* 
pearance of God to Moses, of the events of Exodus gener- 
ally, of the manna, of the lock in the desert, and of many- 
other things, of Balaam, of Korah, of the law in general, of 
Moses as a divinely commissioned law-giver, of Joshua and 
the Judges; and yet if the Bishop's interpretation and view 
of the Pentateuch and the other books is true, the New 
Testament contradicts the Old. According to the Bishop^ 
these hooks are worthless as historic grounds of doctrine. 
According to the New Testament they are true. Moreover, 
this Article vii treat the old Fathers as real historic per- 
sonages, and the promises which were made to them as pari 
of a history which was true. As to Article xx, not to 
refer to the error of interpreting Scripture in sudh a 
way that one part shall contradict another— for to this we 
have referred already— the Article treats it as the duty of 
the Church (and the Ordination Service, as we have seen, 
delegates tlint duty to the Bishop in particular) to keep 
Holy Writ inviolate. Certainly, that Bishop does not keep 
it inviolate who dares to assail nine of its canonical books 
as legendary and mythological, full of palpable exaggera- 
tions, contradictions, improbabilities. 

Further, these opinions of the Bishop are special examples 
of opposition to that declaration which the deacon m&keB 
m ordination. 

The prayer in the Baptismal Service assumes the 

reality of the flood, and of the passage of the Red Sea. The 

rayer for fair weather likewise supposes that story of tiie 

ood is true. The prayer for times of sickness is based on 

he historic credibility of the story of the plague in the 

wilderness. 

The Communion Service and the Catechism accept 
llifi Mosaic history as respectB the giving ol VhA ^3Kw 
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from Sinai. The Exhortation in the Commtinioti Ser- 
Tiee treats those tiho hinder or sUnder God*« Word a» 
unfit to come to the Lord's Table. I Am afrliid that the • 
Bishop of Natal has done as mUeh to hinder God's Word as 
Wdj liTingr man, or any man in modem times. As he 
himself allows, thii scandal is without a precedent. Hia 
book, if the work <^ a mate literary man, would haye fiUlen 
harmless, -for its critical importance is not great to those 
who are able to appreciate its real yalue. But coming, as- 
it does, Itom a Bishop, and from a Bishop of the Church of 
England, its publication is a scandal, and has given great 
ooeasion to the enemies of God to blaspheme. But on this 
lehedole I do not dwell. I regard it chiefly as an evidence 
in a concrete form of those abstract principles which are 
eoatained in the former schedules, and which I haw en- 
dearoured .to show are not such as the Formuh^ies 
and Articles of the Church can at all be supposed to tolerate. 

VIII. 

I 'proceed to the eighth point. The opinions of 
the Bishop *of Natal on Holy Scripture are, of course,, 
liable to the objection that they expressly contradict 
our Lord's authority. This being the case, it is evi- 
dent that one or other of two things must happen. Either 
the Bishop must re-examine his opinions, and, having 
discOTered that they were adopted hastily, and without 
taking into account the overwhelming evidence of an 
opposing kind, acknowledge that he must be mistaken;. 
or he must boldly dispute our Lord's authority, and 
daim for himself a wisdom which is higher, and a know- 
ledge which is greater than that of the Master who gave 
him his commission, and placed the mitre upon his head. 
The Christian Church has witnessed, to its own shame and 
lorrow, that he chose the last of these alternatives. He did 
not bow before the wisdom of hfs Divine Master, suspecting 
his own judgment and raising his own view of the Bible to 
the level of his Master, but be brought down his opiniun of 
his Master to the level of that low riew of the Bible which 
he had rashly and hastily assumed. And thus, whereas 
his Master had spoken of Moses as the author of the Pen- 
tateuch, and of the history which the Bishop treats as worth- 
less, with that respect which is due to real history, and 
with that reverence which is only due to history that in its 
Author is dirine, the Bishop says— not indeed in express 
words, but in substantial meaning— ''my Master spoke but 
M a man when He said these things, and E^^'vm ti^^tw^voL 
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His opinion. He spoke as a Jew might speak, and tlie Jews 
of that day were not acquainted with things which oritks 
have discovered now." Your Lordships will please to obsorre 
Ihat our Lord is charged by His servant. His choi«n com* 
ini8>ioned servant, not only with ignorance, but with error. 
Our Lord spoke upon these subjects ; committed Himself to 
a certain view regarding them; took, in fact, the Mosaic 
history beneath His protecting wings ; and He spoke of 
Blokes ns the author of those writings which were usually 
ascribed to him by the Jewish people. I think it quite 
needless to enter into little questions as to the actual share 
vhici) our Lord must necessarily ascribe to Moses in these 
writings. He certainly makes Moses responsible for them; 
more than this His words need not, I think, involve. But, 
passing these little matters by, our Lord commits Himself 
clearly to a certain view, and the Bishop holds that He was 
mistaken. He was ignorant, and yet He spoke. He took a 
Tiew which greater and more advanced knowledge would 
have hindered Him from taking. In fact, He was in error 
respecting the truth of the Pentateuch, and re^ectinj^ the 
man who wrote and was the author of the Pentateuch. 
In answer to this opinion of the Bishop, I shall main- 
tain (1) that our Lord had no actual ignorance, and 
(2) d fortiori that He could by no possibility be 
wtong. The Bishop teaches that our Lord, as God, knew 
ever^r thing, and knew the truth respecting the Pentateuch, 
but that as man His knowledge was limited, and as man 
Be knew not that which as God He knew. Against this 
I shall maintain that this distinction is false and heretical, 
because the God-man was ignorant of nothing and knew 
all things. The Bishop further teaches that, knowing 
everything as God, our Ix>rd could yet be in error as man. 
I shall raaintain that as He could not even be ignorant, so 
much more was it impossible that He could be in error. 
He knew everything of which He spoke not. And that 
which iie spoke was truth. 

1 begin with the admission that the assumption 
of human nature involved also the assumption of all 
those limitations which essentially belong to human 
nature, and, as a consequence, that absence of know- 
ledge in some respects must of neoessity be predicated 
of that human mind which our Lord took. To deny this 
would be to deny that He was very man. At the same time^ 
while I admit that absence of knowledge must be predicated 
cC our Lord's humanity, I deny that it can be predicated 
cfJBin8e}f. His humanity was limited by the conditions 
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-which define humanity, birt He Himsdlf had no timit. Hig 
nature as man was finite, but in penon He was infinite 
Qod. To put it more plainly, and in the exact terms of 
theology: in the abstract, that is, in reference to his Ak- 
moNiVy, we must acknowledge ignorance.- In the concrete^ 
thait is, in reference to the maUf we must claim omnisci.rnce. 
Hy Lords, I believe that the truth in this matter turns 
upon this distinction, and 1 shall endeavour to show that 
in the confusion of these two distinct points consists tho 
essence of Nestorianism, as on the recognition of them de- 
pends the £iith of the Church. 

The &ith of tiie Church, from the days of St. Cyril 
and the Council of Ephesus, has been that in oar 
Lovd there are two natures, but one Christ. Nesfco- 
rius and those who followed him were ready to admil 
a ooDJanction of natures, but they would not admit an union. 
If the two natmres are only coi^oined without being unitetd, 
we have two Christs — Christ the man and Christ the God; 
and then, to the one Christ belong all the properties of mas, 
as to the other all the propo'ties of God. However closo 
the conjunction, they are two, and not one. And in ths4 
case, our Lord, as man, becomes a mere man, the manhood 
iMeiag external to and independent of the Godhead, as the 
G^head becomes separate from the manhood; not pene- 
tiating the whole of the manhood, and filling every part 
of it with Godhead, but only dwelling in it as the Spirit of 
God inhabits other men. Our Lord, as man, is thus made a 
mere partaker of the divine nature. He is the man who bears 
God within Him (tkeophoroe anthrqpos). He is not the God man. 
If on the other hand the two natures are absolutely united, 
one single personality entering in into both natures, and, 
without confusing them together, making them indissoluble 
and indisseverable, then that which may be said of each 
nature may be said also of the other, and therefore the 
oauiiscience of the God is the property of the man. It 
was for this reason that St. Cyril objected to Theodoret 
when he said that our Lord's ^humanity, in that point of 
tioM?, knew only so much as the indwelling Deity referreA 
to it." To say this, St. Cyril said, and said truly, was te 
make of Christ a mere prophet. And yet St. Cyril hel4 
idso that when our Lord *< subjected Himself to the mass 
cj hwoMtn nature, which is limited in its knowledge, He 
appropriated this part of it also by a special economy, 
although still He had no' bounds to His knowledge, but waa^ 
wttk the Father, omniscient." I lesaxd t\i\% «a >&v. Cirr^% 
mode oi statiagike distkietioii betweeatXi^ %3»«xx«kX\««eq»<- 
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dHj and the eonerete man. Tlie man includes the person; 
the humanity does not. St. Cyril maintained, that is, that 
limitation of knowledge and omniscience are hoth predi(»hle 
of our Lord; limitation of His human nature regarded 
merely as human nature; omniscience of the same nature re- 
garded in its union vith the Son of Qod. The truth can on|y 
be expressed by that which seems a contradiction. These 
feeble faculties of ours, speaking by human language, can- 
not in any single proposition utter this dirine mystify. In 
this as in the case of other mysteries it is by seeming coa* 
tradictions that we utter to oursel? es the truth of God« 
Bearing this iibmind we hare at once the clue to the ob- 
jections which are raised against the orthodox opinion by 
those who quote St. Athanasius and other great names in 
support of their objections. St. Athanasius, writing at a 
time when Kestorianism had not as yet arisen, and hanng 
Anus alone in view, being required, too, to account for the 
difficulty raised by Arians on the ground that our Lord in . 
professing ignorance on some points admitted Hia inferi- 
ority to God the Father, threw upon the human nature that 
weight of Ignorance which Aiiaos desired to throw upQn< 
the God. He said therefore, referring to the text about 
*' that day and that hour,'*— '< this is not the Word's defi- 
ciency, but of that human nature whose property it is to 
be ignorant." He said also: "It is plain that He knowa 
the hour of the end of all things, as the Word, though as 
man he is ignorant of it, for ignorance is proper to man, 
and especially ignorance of these things." He said again: 
*' As, on becomiDg man, He hungers and thirsts and suffers 
with men, so with men, as man. He knows nor» 
though divinely, being in the Father Word and. Wisdom, 
He knows, and Uiere is nothing which He knows not." But 
there are other passages forming part of the same discus- 
sion, which seem certainly to show that this ascription of . 
ignorance to our Lord in His human nature was not an 
ascription of actual ignorance to it, but of economical ignor- 
ance, ue,f of ignorance in relation to His work as man. He 
Imew absolutely, but not in reference to men. Athanasiua 
supposes our Lord saying : " I know, but it is not for you 
to know." Again he says : *' Whv it was that, though He 
knew, He did not tell His disciples at that time, no one 
may be curious when He has been silent." In reality he 
seems very near what came afterwards to be regarded as 
the true meaning of the passage, which seems dearly spoken . 
of the Son of Qod as God. The true meaning in all proba- . 
biiHyria, that our Lord, M sent iiom the Father on a mif • 
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ision, was not to reveal all things, and was us a revealer to 
Jbe ignorant on those points which it was not good for His 
brethren to know. The ignorance would then be in accor- 
dance with snch sayings as that in John xii, 5: "I 
have not spoken of myself , but the Father which sent me ; 
He gave me commriiidment what I shotild say and what I 
should speak. Whatsoever I speak therefore, e? en as the 
Father said unto me, so I speak." Our Lord, whose words 
were Hhe words of the Father, had no authority from the 
Father to make known this fact. I admit that the words 
of St. Athanasius, and or other eminent writers,— chiefly, I 
believe, or wholly in ancient times, those who lived before 
the errors of Nestorians had put men on their gu^'^d— &f® of 
such a kind as to give some colour to the opinion that ig- 
norance was attributed by them to our Lord in His person- 
ality, alld not only to \\\% human nature as distinct from 
His personality. I adirit, also, that among modern divines 
of some considerable wc ji^iit and authority, there may be 
dear indications of a leaning, or more than a leaning, in the 
same way. But I contend that unguarded expressions are 
not to be pressed as if they had been used with a knowledge 
of an error, which they seera to favour, more especially 
upon a point of delicacy like this, it being absolutely true 
that the humanity was capable of ignorance, and yet no 
less true that the person who had that humanity was not. 
I contend, moreover, that it is just on points like these that 
the decisions of the Church are necessary, and when once 
made become for ever afterwards the light by which 
individuals are guided, and the authority by which 
minds are ruled. I need scarce remind your Lordsliips that 
the greatest controversy of the Church turned upon a letter. 
Between •* like" and ** same" there is a world-wide differ- 
■ence; and I believe tliat vital principles essential to the set- 
tlement of controTcrsies now raging in England and on the 
■Continent may turn upon the distinction between the ignor- 
ance of the humanity and the ignorance of that man who 
was the Christ. We may not so belicTe in the Godhead 
as to swallow up the manhood, losing the man in the God. 
If we do, we confound tlie two natures and follow Eutyches. 
Nor, on the other hand, may we «o bdieve in the manhood 
as to separate it from the Godhead. If we do, we divide 
the natures and follow Nestorius. At any rate, my Lords, 
I believe there is no doubt but that this is the rule by 
which your Lordships' judgment must be decided. Sitting 
as you do in this Court to interpret the laws of the ChuccU 
•of EngkiDd, you need not be ipeTp\^iL^m\\:w>Xi^^^'»N«aaA^ 
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of diyines, most of them mode in ancient time» beftre- 
ilestoriiMyOr in modern times withoattlmt gnardednest uid 
Mcnraoy of thonghtwhich thepresence of hereejneeeMitattSy. 
Itecanse yon have for your gnidance the dictates of two at 
least out of ibur Councils which the Christian world baa 
agreed to recogniM as worthy of the highest reTcrenoe, fltd 
which are distinctly recognized by law in England as 
having authority in the English Church. You hare also tk» 
guidance of two out of the three Creeds, the one oC which 
distinctly and ouphatically declares our Lord's perftct 
divinity; the otker, besides asserting this, affirms that the 
Godhead and the manhood are united in one Christ; and 
the question which I would put before your Lordships Is- 
tills,— Does the opinion that our Lord was ignorant agree 
with the Creeds of Nice and Athana8ius?->is this opinien in 
accordance with the Councils held at Ephwus aad 
«t Chalcedon? I maintain that it does not agree. 

Before, however, the question thus put can be applied as>a 
test to the Bishop of INatal's doctrine we must see exactly 
what it is that he affirms. He affirms, then, this. He asks: 
**At what period, then, of His life upon earth is it to be 
supposed that He had granted to Him as the Son oi Mva, 
•upematurally, full and accurate information on tiiese 
points," &c. Again he says: '* It is not to be supposed that 
Ih His human nature He was acquainted,*' &c. Now 
ife is clear that in these passages ignorance is as- 
seribed to the maD,»not to the humanity, but to the 
Iramanity united with the personality. I say, then, 
if our Lord, the Christ was ignorant He was not omnis- 
^nt, and if he was not omniscient He was not God. There 
is no escape from this conclusion. If it be said His man- 
hood was ignorant but His Godhead was not— and it is Uiis 
which the Bishop of Natal alleges,— then the Godhead is 
separated from the manhood, the manhood as it existed 
in Christ (the concrete manhood) is said to possess 
properties {iiiomata) which cannot be shared by the 
Oodhead, and things are said to be predicable of our 
Lord tho man whic^ are not predicable of our Lord the 
God. The properties of our Lord's person belong to 
Him as man. As roan, therefore. He knows everything, 
hecause He is omniscient as God. When, therefore, the 
Bishop of Natal attributes to our Lord ignorance as man,, 
he contradicts the substance of two Creeds as bearing upon 
Miis particular, saying << that two whole and perfect natures,, 
tikat is to say, the Godhead and the manhood, were joined 
together in one person, whereof is (me Christ, very God aad 
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Tery man ;'* he contradicts also the decree of the Conncil 
of Ephesus, which condemned Nestorius for holding that 
the two natures were divided, so making two persons m 
one Christ; and also the decree of that great Coundlof 
Chalcedon, which was attended by six hundred and thirty 
BishoiM, and which determined that oar Lord was boro. 
according to His humanity, of the Virgin Mary, Mother or 
God, and that He is made known as one and the samo 
Jesus Christ, the Son, Lord, and only begotten, in two 
natures, without confusion, conversion, division, or separa- 
tion ; and, thus, he contradicts the second Article of 
o«r Church. It is worth while, perhaps, to add, as 
a confirmation of^the view that this tenet is Nesto- 
rian, that the Agnoetse, whose principles are some- 
what differently described by different authors, but who^ 
according to Mosheim, held substantially the sanoe opinion 
as the Bishop, were condenmed by St. Gregory the Great 
as Nestorians, and that Felix, of Urgda, who tauuht Ag- 
noetic doctrines, is said by Mosheim to have held Nestoriaa 
opinions, as he was also condemned far his tlieory of 
adoption by a Synod and two Councils of the (-hurah. I 
will end what I have to say on this question of ignoraneo 
by reading what I regard as a true exposition of the doc- 
trine of the Church in the Library of the Fathers.*** Ibeliere 
this to be the true mode of statement. Our Lord was liablo 
to ignorance in some matters, *' but, in fact. He was not igno- 
lant even in human nature, according to its capacity, since 
H was from the first taken out of its original and natural 
eondition, and 'deified' by union with God." In oilier 
words. His knowledge was limited in the abstract, but not 
In the concrete; in the humanity, but not in the m/in. 

For further information upon this point, I would refer your 
Lordships to the notes on this 28th chapter of St. Athanasius 
generally, and ;for a general exposition to such works aa 
Beveridge on the Articles and the 5th Book of Hooker. I 
may mention, before proceeding farther, that the Athanasiaa 
Greed in the part qaoted is generally considered to condemn 
Nestorian opinions, though not aimed against Nestorianism. f 

It has been shown, I believe, that to ascribe to our Lord ig- 
norance in fact as man is to adopt the error of Nestorius by 
teparating the manhood from God. But the Bishop of 
Hiatal has done a great deal more than this. He has ascribed 
to our Lord error. 1 desire to call particular attention to 

' * Select Treatiaea of St. Athanasius, page 4^1 , Hote* 
t SeeWatedandoatto A>\lhtT>aito tSwril^ 
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this specific charge. T)ie Bishop argues that oor Lord was 
ignorant. But on what was Ha ignorant? Not as the 
Agnoetae held, not as St. Athanasins is supposed — but as I 
brieve wrongly supposed — to have held, that, as man, He 
was Ignorant upon a subject on whicli He avowed ignoranee, 

'''of that day snd that hour knoweth no man 

neither tlie Son;"— but upon sobjectson which Ha professed 
10 have knowledge. Our Lord ascribed to Moses the au- 
thorsliip of the Pentateuch, and generally referred to the 
J4o8aic writings as authentic history. If,' therefore, ignor- 
ance on these points is ascribed to Him, ignorance on points 
with which He profe«<Bed acquaintance, snch ignorance is 
error. Suppose, then, that all my form#^ argument is worth- 
less. Suppose that to attribute ignorance to Christ the 
roan is not to divide Christ. Suppose that all this is re- 
futed, — a supposition which, however, I contend is not to be 
made, for I believe my argument to be upon the whole con- 
vincing, though I speak with diffidence upon so difficult a 
'point;— but suppose this, and what shall we say of the 
Dew charge which now is brought against his Lordship? 
Will his Lordship contend that any writer worthy of toe 
name divine,— I had almost said that any heretic— has 
ever held that Christ spoke in error? My Lords, this is the 
charge to which the Bishop is driven unless he will give up 
bis theory and confess that criticism such as his is blind. 
He must say pliinly, as implicity and in meaning he does 
say, that his L:>rd is wrong. Now when things come to this 
they get far beyond Nestorius; and I shalljnot insult Nestc- 
rius by naming him any longer in connection with so bold 
a heresy as this. But I will ask, who is this erring person? 
It is He of whom the Baptist testified *'He speaketh the 
words of God.** It is He who said Himself, and in substance 
said it often, ** The words that I speak unto you I speak 
not of myself." ....'* And the word which ye hear 
is not mine, but the Father's which sent me." It is He 
who when He stood as a prisoner at the bar, and stood 
on his defence before a world which accused Hiin, declared 
solemnly that He was born and came into the world 
to bear witness to the iruih. And this person, this 
man whose words, whose ; every word is the Word 
of God the Father, this person speaks in error, talks 
of tilings which he does not know ! My Lords, to 
say this, if Christ be God, is to charge God with error. 
£itl|er the faith of the Church in the godhead of Christ is 
a delusion, or the charge of the Bishop substantially 
amoantB to this. For this, at least, the Bishop will not 



137 

presume to quote authority, and argument is thrown awaj 
.upon it. I pray God— with- all my heart I pray it,— lay 
■not this sin to bis charge. 

And this, my Lords, is the real question now 
l)efore you. Our Lord's ignorance is not the ques- 
tion. It is ignorance of this particular kind. It is not 
the limitation of knowledge, the absence of know- 
Jedge. That is not the point in the Bishop's language. He 
says that our Lord was wrong, — wrong upon a matter of 
which He spoke continually, — wrong, too, upon things per- 
tainidg to His own book. Your Lordships will perceive 
:from this how deep is his denial that the Bible has God for 
its author. The Bishop teaches that He whom we believe 
to be the author of the Bible was ignorant both of the sub- 
stance and tlie sources of the book. And if our Lord was 
^rong iu this, where was He right? What are His words 
worth? When can we trust Him? Where shall we follow 
Him? Is it for such an one as this that Apostles forsook all, 
thatsaints lived, that martyrs died ? Has this mistaken person 
changed the world, revived society, restored humanity? 
I^^o, we cannot allow such things as these. Men who teach 
thus destroy the faith of others. Can we believe that 
they have any faith themselves ? 

IX. 

Upon the last point I have only a few remarks 
to offer. It speaks for itselt The Bishop being 
"bound by his office not only to respect the Liturgy, 
but see that others respect it, teaches others not 
to use it. Again and again he has committed himself to 
promises and obligations which ought to make the Liturgy 
a sacred thing in his esteem. If his opinions are changed, 
if he cannot use it, and leaves the Church because he can- 
not, the change may be deplored, but the man may be 
Tespected. But no; he changes his fiiitb, and yet be does 
not renounce his position. He abandons the Bible and the 
Prayer-book, and yet he stays in the office which makes 
mm their guardian, and requires him to be faithful 
to his trust. And this is not all. St. Paul refers 
to those who look on with ^applause at evil-doers 
as being worse than those who d6 wrong. There is some 
excuse for the doer of evil, because passion hurries him 
along, and he loses self-mjsstery; but the man who coolly 
gazes on the evil, and without excuse of nassion rejoices in 
Ihedeed of shame is far worse; not only do^a lv«d<^^^ 
Bvjj,— be does worse ; he takes pleaa^^ V[i>^>sMfc Vwi ^^>x* 
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Bat tfae Bishop of Natal outstrips the worst of these. He 
takes pleasnre in those who mutilate the Book of Prayer. 
But he goes further. From his throne in the Church he 
urges tl^m to do the work of mutilation. Mjr Lords, it 
almost seems as if the ftirther we advance in the case, the 
irorse the case grew. If the Bishop had said, **! leave tiie 
Church; I shake off the dust of my feet against a body 
irhich I despise," he might he forgiven. Bat to stand ia 
the Church itself, and with his own hands to tear pages 
lirom the hook which he is pledged to use and to defend,-— 
my Lords, the offence is one which in England might be 
punished with fine and imprisonment. I need only plead 
that here it is the act of one who is a Bishop of the Church. 
Ilore I need not say. If such is tho'^ct of the shepherd, 
irhat willhe the conduct of the sheep? These things whidi 
we believe, and which we weave into our solemn prayers, 
what are they? Fictions! ** transparent fictransl" The 
Bishop almost says, " Is there a fool on earth who can believe 
them ? " Be it so. But then the Bishop's office is a fiction; 
all the institutions of the Church are fictions; the cathe- 
drals which our fathers built are fictions; the history of 
Christendom is a fiction. I might say the Christian worid 
is one grand fiction. But, certainly, if these things are 
fictions, the Bishop of Natal is part of this system of 
imposition, and if he loves truth as he professes to love it,— 
Tainly I must believe, for I look upon his talkings about 
truth as the mere boastings of that subtle pride of inteHect 
vhich is idolatry of self and hatred of all that is indeed 
true; but if he loves truth, as he professes, he should have 
left this state of fictions, and taken up his place among true 
and living things. He will do, however, as Cranmer and 
the Beformers did! They stayed by the Church and 
leformed it. And he will do the same. But what did 
they do? Acting as a whole Church, they went hack to 
that wnich was old and primitive. They rejected novd 
jumctices and doctrines, keeping the old, but throwing 
Away the new. They returned to the true idea of the 
Church. The Bishop of Natal, in quite another spirit^ 
brings with him a bundle of novel notions, a crude and 
undigested mass of jarring criticisms, and rejecting all 
tiiat is old and venerable, all the faith of ages, 
j^eaches a new Qospel, makes a new Bible, revolu- 
tionizes, but not reforms the Church. Spirits of the English 
Beformation! ye who died for your faith; ye who cast 
from you the fables and the legends and the novel practiees 
vhich had grown like an eaccrescence upon your old Chucdi^ 
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1^1 yon aeknowledge this Bi8ho{v as yoar brother? Will 
J011 greet him with a£Fection from the abodes of peace ia 
which you now rent ? or will yon say that he is your most 
unworthy son? And will you tell him that of all your chil- 
dren BO single man has done one half so much to bring con- 
tempt uptin your dearest principles, and to injure that re- 
formed faith for which you shed your blocd? I can only 
protest against this argument. I call it but a libel upon 
history. I must ask your Lordships to pronounce it false. 
And now, my Lords, I have bat few words to say more.. 
Upon nine subjects it has been my difficnlt and painfhl 
daty to set before your Lordships the way in which I think 
that we must undertitand the Bishop of Katal's teaching; 
and I believe, while fully conscious of my own deficiencies, 
that the case has been so clear on each of all these sub- 
jects, that I have not failed to prove him wrong. If I hare 
failed, or even if I have not, let me still say that the case 
against him is not contained so much in my arguments, or 
hi those arguments which are yet to be addressed to your 
JLordships, as in the faith of our Boglith Church. If we 
had done no more than send to you the passages objected^ 
and the Prayer-book and Homilies of our Church, the ood- 
tmst is so glaring that your Lordships, I believe, must hare 
pronounced the charges just. Of the Atonement he draws 
a fair and mystic picture, which plays with the fancy, and 
ioaietiaies seems to glance in the sunlight, and touch the 
aar£ftceof the heart; but he paints upon aTacuum,and 
tiie bright colours are only in the air; for he takes from it 
the most essential element, and what he leaves is but the 
shadow of love. When from the Atonement we pass to the 
reception of our Lord's atoning sacrifice, he sweeps away 
that fiiith which is the instrument of its reception, remov-r 
lag it wholly as no element or part of Christianity, and he 
substitutes for fuith the peace which is its consequence, and 
which cannot even exist within us unless &ith, going before,, 
has done its own work. Thtn with a fair aiid open field 
heft)ie him, with every condition gone, and with election 
hanished from tlie sphere of Christianity, like a rider who 
sspatiates over a level plain, he preaches universal salva- 
tion, and, dogmatizing far beyond the limits of revelation,, 
tells us that every son of Adam is born again in Christ, and 
neeives with the Body and Blood of Christ the full benefits of 
our Lord's sacrifiise. After this we could only expect that he 
would mysticize upon the dreadful penalties of evil, and 
deny the realities of hell. And this he tells us is the GosqcI^ 
lijFLardi^ifHatyteiptiue be taraA\ \l^EiArf2a9W^>s^^^ 
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ages, basing iti faith oo Scripture, has thought and taught 
truly ; if our articles, symbols, and litnrgy are to be taken 
in the plain sense of theologic language, a gospel such as 
' this is the subTersion of Christianity, and as in its essence 
' it must be paralleled with some of the Tagaries of 
ij^nosticism or with the follies of Anabaptistical fanaticism, — 
so in its conseqnences, if allowed to work its eonseqnencet 
out, it can only undermine religion and destroy morality. 
My Lords, the Bishop seems to think that he is sent to 
Teform the Church and lighten the darkness of our English 
society. I maintain rather that he is striving to uproot reli- 
gion, and that he lights his little candle as a substitute for 
sunlike truth. Upon the Bible he is only a little less danger- 
ous, and no less dogmatic. With a recklessness unparalleled 
in any member of our English universities, which have 
'hitherto been nurseries of calm reflection and sober thought, 
he has assailed the Bible with a zeal which I must call 
-fanatical, and has found a strange satisfaction in proving, 
as he vainly fancies, that this venerable. book is largely 
fallacious, and that at the root it is unsound and untrue. 
Ooing far beyond all known opinions in the English 
dhurch, and connecting himself in an alliance, offensive 
and defensive, with Spinoza and the rationalizing Jew 
Maimonides, going on, too, in front even of these most 
daring speculators, he tells us that the Bible is not God's 
word, that its letter is of no value, that it is a human book, 
that its early parts are worthless as those Roman legends 
which make a wolf the nurse of Romulus, and he criticizes 
this worthless letter with all the coolness of an anatomist 
who operates upon a dead corpse from which the life and 
sense are fled. But Itfe has not fled fh)m tlie Bible, and 
-the Bible takes vengeance on its anatomizer by making 
'him display his blindness before an indignant and 
astonished world. And this, my Lords, alas! this is 
not all. He ascribes to his Lord ignorance. Ue ascribes to 
his Lord error. Having so separated between the human 
and divine elements of Holy Scripture as to count the 
human worthless, he so divides ourLord*s human and divine 
natures as to declare that our Lord was wrong. I cannot 
trust myself to speak on this subject; for to assert this, and 
again, and yet again, to defend the assertion, amounts to 
something more than error. Your Lordships, no doubt, 
will weigh its full import in the scales of justice, and give it 
the sentence which is due. More I need not say. I will 
"but ask this venerable Court to tell us what the law of 
'Christ demands. Speaking on behalf of my brother clergy, 



vho irith one mind and one mouth, repndUte Md rcjeel 
theienoTel doctrines, these strange contradictions of rerailed* : 
and unalterable truth, I ask yon, without fear or fsTour, 
without regard to man and man's opinion, with an eye 
■ingly fixed on that Di?ine Person who, as He reigns npon 
His throne above, watches with eyes of fire the work which 
is now proceeding, and the judgment which this Court will 
pronoonce,— before Him our Uod, I ask you to put in force 
ttiose sacred laws which you are pledged and commissioned 
to admhiister, and, though the person accused is a bishop 
and your brother, to award that sentence which is right and 
just 

At the close of the Dean's address the Court adjourned 
for half an hour. 

When the Court resumed the Archdeacon of Graham's 
Town commenced his argument, which was not concluded 
at four o'clock when the Court aojourned until eleren-. 
o'clock on the following morning. 



Thursday, Nov. 19. 

Hie Court resumed at eleven o'clock. 

Archdeacon Merriman (who spoke from notes) con* 
tinned his address, which commenced as follows: It 
it with very great regret that I find myself compelled, 
at the very outset of the part I am now taking (in 
adrancing arguments at this grave and painful trial) 
to put in a plea to your Lordships for a somewhat 
oxtensive indulgence. My entire unacquaintance with 
the forms of proceedings of this nature has led me into 
a serious mistake which is now too late for effectual cor- 
rection. It was not till within a few hours of our yester- 
day's sitting that I became aware of the necessity we were 
under while maintaining these charges, that each of ua 
argue them out from end to end without interruption. I 
had supposed that each single schedule would receive its- 
discussion separately and by itself, before passing on to 
the next. This I was prepared to do; and I unexpectedly 
find myself with the whole array together in my hands,, 
and I must plead apology for an unpreparedness which this 
will necessarily seem to invest what I have now to say. And 
I plead it not only in apology to your Lordships for the 
ddfects ot manner, but also lest I should by sny posslbilitjr 
teem to be less heartily identified than I really am with 
the more accurate labours of my coadjutors^ oc Vm^ 
heartilj concurrent (which I am to t\v& iuVVieat qiXasdK^'wV^ 
mU tbe leading points of the aiguia^tB,'v\^OEk\^x«i ws^^e^^ 
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iftihg forward in a more full and orderly array than I eoiit 
potflibly do wlien suddenlj oonfrooted at onee with tfa« 
irhcAe af so large a snbjecit. Any nian*8 mind auiy will 
reel and ttacrger uader the Taet extent of a subject aa 
widely apread and so portentous at this. I specially naoMi 
the yast extent because I am aosions to press on tlie attes* 
tionof tlieCourt, in thewayof argaraent, the fuct that, oem 
Bhicetbe foondation of Chriataodom, as I firmly beliere, was 
any iodiTidual heretic or false teacher dted to appear on a 
charge so extensively diffased, so multifMrious, and carer- 
ing so wide a field of erroneous doctrine as that with wludi 
we have felt constrained to charge the Bishop of Natal| 
and I do 80, because howerer moch of nnceruinty theae 
may be in attempting to fix the meaning of certain theo- 
logical phrases which the Bishop of Natal makes use of in 
an inconsistent or erroneous way, however mach we magr 
mifnnderatand him or be baffled in our attempts ta 
explain bis meaning, still the eumulaUve wei^t of- 
argument to be drawn from so great and multifarioua 
a mass of false teaching is really irresistible. The 
points which were severally argued yesterday and 
to-day treat upon nearly aU the great heresies con- 
demned in ancient times, and considered in the flrtt 
four general councils. I do not say that tliey direetljr 
involTe them all. But a denial, by implication, of 
our Lord's divine nature, or of the perfectii>R at His hmnaii 
nature, seems necessarily to lie at the root of a great poiw 
tion of the false teaching of which we complain. And the 
free handliog of the Holy Scriptures, after the manner «f 
JSocinus and his followers, culminates at length in the 
IKshop of Natars writings, in such fearul statements 
regarding our Blessed Lord that we h iiilly know under 
what class to reckon such heresy, even when running over 
the names of the copious bruod oif them which sprang vp 
in the sixth century. Truly, the tongue shrinks from 
utterinij and the e»r tingles at hearing ti>ese strange and 
portentous statements which it is our painful duty thns to 
bring iatio tomal light, for the purpose of seeking yonr 
Lordships' judgment upon them. Icanndt but acoonat it 
as a marvellous instance of forbearance existing in tha 
Church of Bngland that proceedings tor tiie purpose of 
bringing this matter to trial have not bien taken 
hefotre. And now, in taking 8uoces»iv«'ly (at far as i am 
Mbie), ^fBt, the ^ohedules from i to iv , Te\av\\Af( Xvt vVm^ Cojoir 
Mmntarjr on the Bomans, I wish to \\m\t my >xT%xjLttt%tvX. «a. 
Jl^peiau in queatioa within -m naw^ow » commas aelmaj* 
SM9g9sotnd turn beoBk tiSatwuAy »mi^^ ^ a»4 1 vv^l*' «w»^ 
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cingly, covered by a discussion of all the essential feataret 
of these great doctrines contravened; specially the doctrine 
of the atonement of our Blessed Lc^d, which relieves me 
firom the burden of saying much on that head. But on 
this and on the other points (inasmuch as the language of 
our Formularies has been vindicated, and their compUaBoe 
irith the ancient modes of faith abundantly demonstrated 
itom liturgical and patristic sources), I shall only endeavour 
to exhibit the certainty of their meaning by a reference to the 
writings of contemporary or closely succeeding times. But, 
first, I would remark that io the extracts in Schedule i« 
we have one of the most unquestionable denials of the plain 
words of our Articles of idl that the whole extent of the 
-combined charges ftimishes us. I believe in that lies the 
key to the whde scheme of false doctrine that is evolved 
from it. The second Article of our Church says *' who 
truly suffered, was crucified, dead, Hnd buried, to reconcile 
SQs Faiher to us.'' Dr. Colenso expressly states that there 
18 no need for God to be reconciled to us — all that is re- 
quired is for us to be reconciled to God. I wish to refer to 
this contradiction presently in the way of proof, but I dte 
it now as appearing to me to form the cardinal error from 
which the rest of the fidse teaching in this Commentary 
seems to flow. Others besides the Bishop of Natal may hare 
incautiously used or accepted like words to these^ with- 
out intending to impugn any {wrtion of the revealed truth, 
hat simply as not seeing the conclusions to which such a 
statement leads. Those who may have done so may well be 
waraed row of the consequences. For let us see how the 
Bishop of Natal proceeds to draw out from this denial of the 
plain words of Article u — "who truly suffered to reconcile His 
Father to us **^the remainder of his scheme. In attempting 
thus to invest God with the character of pure and simple be- 
nevolence, which Bishop Butler so well says map be the way in 
which to some other order of beings fie has revealed Himself 
hut caUnot be the way in which He is made known to uj^ 
the Bishop feels himself constrained to lower or get rid of 
the doctrine of the Atoning Sacrifice, which was made^ 
though in infinite love, yet to pacify the wrath of God. 
He is then obliged to find a mode by which the whole 
human family may be placed on one common level He 
cannot do this without getting rid of the ufto^tAvX.^ ^«» 
JBBtifywg faith, and of the saerameuta oid«iw«^>v3 ^VvtviX 
fer thefnithM ; and then to embrace tV\e\dea.ol ^^«t\»a^r 
iag punishment at all, Is naturaWy mosXi a^iYvoftteoX. v> ^^^ 
mmdofoue ^ho hsid eet out with 1fti\a oV^^^X. Vsi ^"^^^ * 
explaining away ererything but ^bat. ^«l« "w^ ^coa vfit^. w«» 
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consistent with the notion of pare, simple, unmixed benevo- 
lence in the Creator. 

The Archdeacon then proceeded to argue at consid- 
erable length that the Bishop of Natal was altogether 
in error in his denial that our Lord died in man*s stead. 
To the passages quoted by the Dean he added several others, 
both from Holy Scripture and from classic authors, to- 
show that certain words were commonly used with exactly 
the opposite meaning to that which Bishop Colenso 
assigned to them, and upon which his whole case depended. 
For the use of the preposition *' hyper** he referred to 
1st Cor. XV, 3, where it is said "Christ died for our simSr 
according to the Scripture." To establish the Church's 
doctrine of the Atonement, and illustrate the meaning of 
the words used in her Formularies, he first called the atten- 
tion of their Lordships to the Homily which seemed to have 
an authority superior to thereat,— the Homily entitled the 
''Homily on Salvation," and which was unquestionably 
referred to in Article xi as being explanatory in more 
popular language of those difficult theological terms which 
-were used on the great subjects of* Justification and Re- 
demption. He first read from Part i of the Homily on 
Salvation : ** For the more full understanding hereof it is our 

gart and duty ever to remember the great mercy of God, 
ow that all the world being wrapped m sin by the breaking 
of the law, God sent His only Son our Saviour Christ into 
this world, to fulfil the law for us by shedding of His most 
precious blood, to make a sacrifice and sati^action, or at 
it may be called amends^ to His Father for our sin to- 
assuage His wrath and indignation against us for the same." 
Now he specially called attention to this explanation in 
the homely, popular speech of England, at the time when 
the Formularies were composed, of the difficult words ** Sac- 
rifice *< and " Satisfaction." Mean what it may in the Bishop^ 
of Natftl's terminology, with our reformers it means " mak' 
ing amends to His Father for our sin, assuaging His wrath 
and indignation conceived against us for the same." He- 
further read from the same Homily: ** It pleased our Hea- 
venly Father of His infinite mercy, without any one desert 
or deserving, to prepare for us the most precious jewels of 
Christ's Body and Blood, whereby our ransom might be 
fully paid, the law fulfilled, His justice fully satisfied." 
And then : *' God the Father of all mercy wrought this 
Jb/^A benefit unto us, and not by His own person, but by a 
joean, and no less mean than His only beloved Son, wYiom Bit 
spared not from any paJn and travaVl lYiat m\g\iX. do xl%^ 
S^iXfif. For upon EUm he put our t^t, upon I^m Ba m«.dft 
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onr raneom, Him He made the mean betwixt us and Him- 
9M whose mediatioo was so acceptable to Qbd the Father 
through £B8 profbund and perfect obedience, that He took 
His aotfor a tdW satisfaction of our disobedience and KbeUioiip. 
whose righteousness He took to weigh against our sins^, 
whose redemption he would have to stand against our 
damnation." (Homily of Hogation Week, part in.) 
H was well known of what great authority as exponenta^ 
of the meaning of the words of our Formularies were Deui 
Kben and Bishop Jewell, the one in his Catechism, the 
other in his £imous Apology. Welchman, speaking of tha 
authoritiea which he cites in the Articles fh>m our old 
diTines, says: *' Among a thousand others you will find 
fiw equal to these, none superior to them, especially Kodl 
and Jewell, to whom, as far as the Articles are concerned,, 
next to the Homilies and the Liturgy, the first place must be 
assigned, since not only were they the greatest dirincs, but 
they fbrmed also an important part of the very Convocation in- 
which the Articles were put forth and confirmed, the one being 
a Bishop the other the rrolocutor." Tiie Archdeacon then 
read an extract fVom Noell's Catechism: ** Solus enim Chris- 
tus perpessione dolomm et morte sua qua pcsnam scelenun 
nostrorum dependit aopersolvit Deo aatisfecit, per solum 
ergo Christum receptum ad Dei gratiam habemus"'(Noell'« 
Cat. Kemissio Feceatorum, p. 109); and another of liloa 
import from Jewell's Apology. He would then aitk their 
Lordships whether any exphtnation gi?en by the Bishop of 
Katal of his riew of the words " perfect oblation and satis- 
faction for the sins of the whole world " could be broughft 
into an accordance with this exposition of the meaning of 
the words used in our Articles and Liturgy? With regard 
to the use of the Scripture word ** reconcile," he wished only 
to dte a passage from Bishop Pearson's work on the Creed, 
sot, of course, as an independent authority, or equal to 
those cited before, but still as being the most generally 
accepted exposition by all schools of theology in tlic Church 
of the doctrine contained in the Apostles' Creed. Indeed, 
it bad now passed into a current saying io the Church, 
" Bishop Pearson, the very dust of whose writings waa 
gold." The Archdeacon then read : ** In vain it is objected 
ibat the Scriptures saith our SaTicur recouciled men to 
God, but nowhere teacheththat He recoacileil God to man^ 
thai is, to cause Him who before was angry and offended m^vKS^ 
him, to be gracious and propu\oua\oV\\in. A.<&X\v« v^^^k^^ 
tbePbilistinea spake of Da^id, ' 'WVieTCwMV^VvwjWVkftTssft^- 
dlebiiDself to hu matter; should U not\>^V\\\i^aa»>D««*^^ 
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these men ? Wherewith shall he reconcile Sanl, who is so 
highly offended with him ? wherewith shall he render him 
gracious and fsTonrahle, bat by betraying these men noto 
him ?' As onr Savioar adyiseth, ' If thon bring thy gift 
before the nltar, and there remembereth that thy brotner 
hath aught against thee, leave there thy gift before the altar 
and go thy way ; first be reconciled to thy brother,' i.e., 
reconcile thy brother to thyself whom thou hast injoredy 
render him by thy submission favourable unto him who 
hath something against thee, and is offended with thee. 
A% the Apostle adviseth the wife < that departeth from her 
husband, to remain unmarried, or to be reconciled to her 
husband,'— that is, to appease and get the favour of her 
husband,— in the like manner we are said to be reconciled 
troto God when God is reconciled, appeased, and become 
gracious and favourable unto us; and Christ is said to 
reconcile us unto God when He hath moved and obtained of 
Qod to be reconciled onto us; when He hath appeased Him 
and restored us unto His favour. Thus, when we were 
enemies we were reconciled unto God ; that is, notwith- 
standing He WHS offended with us for our sins, we were 
restored unto His favour by the death of His Son. Whence 
appcareth the weakness of the Socinian exception, that in 
the Scriptures we are said to be reconciled unto God, 
but God is never said to be reconciled unto us. Now, 
by that very expression it is to be understood that he 
which is reconciled, in the language of the Scriptures, is 
restored unto the favour of him who was formerly 
offended with that person which is now said to be recon* 
ciled. As when David was to be reconciled unto Saul, it 
was not that David should lay down his enmity against 
Saul, but that Saul should become propitious and favourahle 
unto David, and, therefore, where the languoge is that 
David ohould be reconciled unto Saul, the sense is that 
Saul, who was exasperated and angry, should be appeased, 
and so reconciled unto David" (Pearson on Creed, 
Art. 10, p. 430, Forgiveness cfSins. He would further 
illustrate the use of the word " reconcile " Qwhich he must 
allow, in common phraseology, meant usually what the 
Bishop of Natal would fain restrict it to, viz., the offending 
party being placed once more on good terms with the party 
injured) by reference to a writer contemporaneous with the 
publication of our Articles, and one who more than any 
otAer, next to the translators of our Bible, had aided in.fixing 
tie present form of the English tongue. He tsi^aiiX. \)^e 
dnmatic writer ShakBpe&re. He uses the word d\aWii^\\^ 
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AS imploring also the offended person forgiytng the offender. 
So that'it is DOt a merely theological use, the one for which 
we contend. In the drama of Bichard III, Act 1, Scene 4, 
Clarence answers thns to his murderers, one of whom sajs: 
*' Ofibnded ns yon have not, hut the King." « I shall he 
reeonclled to him again." Now, we know here which was 
the offended party,— it is a case just answering to that of 
Ssnl and David. 

And to estahlish the Church's doctrine on the Atonement, ' 
he quoted copiously from the first and second parts of the 
Homily on Salvation, and from the third part of the Homily 
on Rogation Week, while the point was fhrther illustrated 
from Noel's Catechism and Jewel's Apology. 

II and III. 

He then passed on to the 2nd and 3rd schedules, which Ibe 
considered together. He called attention especially to what 
he considered the extraordinary use hy the Bishop of 
Natal of the word ** faith," which the Biflftiop applied to ' 
something that a heathen roan found written x>n his heart 
by the finger of God,— a sense of his at-one-ment with the 
right and the true,— his admiration of the beauties of ' 
nature, — or wliat not. This, at all events, was an entirely 
different use of the word *' faith" to that in our own Formula- 
ries; and such a loose employment of the word by the 
Bishop entirely bore out the charges in Schedules ii and 
lu. As the Bishop was indebted for the error cited under 
the former schedule to Socinus and his followers, so this 
one on faith seemed borrowed from the Quakers; this body 
of Christians deriving their view from a perversion of the 
text in St. John about the *' true light, which lighteth every * 
man that Cometh into the world," talked much of ** the Christ ' 
in the heart," applying it to heathens and Mohammedans, as ' 
well as Christians; and the Bishop of Natal's views seemed * 
in this quite to coincide with theirs. The speaker had many 
excellent and much-esteemedfriendsinthat body; but his 
esteem and regard for them was founded on their not having 
signed our Thirty-nine Articles, or professed to gi?e adher<p 
ence to our Pormularies. If they did so, and remained 
Quakers still, he should renounce them at once. The 
Bishop's view on* this subject could not be reconciled with 
Article xi, nor with passages whicli were cited from the first 
and second parts of the Homily on SaVY«l\ot\,\>;i<^^x^\.^^T\> <:3!L 
that on Faith, and the first part oi tXv^ ^xi^ <sii ^^'«i^ 
WorkB. He also quoted Bishop Peataou wv VJafeCx^^^-* 
Article a, aad Hooker, Book v, cap. 60. 
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ly. 

He thm paned^mtatiw 4ib achedule* and' with reto-^ 
eooe to tfaithe ipoka at follows: There » no xeaao»' 
«fc«epeat the Bidiop of Katal's worda on tbit subjects U 
iftaaiilijjecl whioby donbtleM, we all naturally riirlnk tsmUf^ 
end. were the Bishop's views only concbed in the more modest > 
laagoage which one extract employs^ wherein, he meaki. 
of <*^ lay log his hand npon his month," and sun^ 
*<ikipiBg. that it might be. so," and the Uke, we too 
miftht lay our bands npoa our months, andsnflbra wwk: 
u^waTsring brother to pass nnmolested. But in tenth,, 
just becatute he is so plainly contradicting the express 
deelarations of Holy Scripture and onr Formularies, he is led 
on to revile the Athanasian Creed, and waxes so bold as to 
say, though one thousand texts of Scripture should seemt» 
assert it, he would not believe the doctrme of* etetiial. 

Sonisbment therehi stated, as we axe firmly assuied 
; fa. Thia shows nnmistakaUy the state of mind into^ 
wMeh the unhappy autbos has fidlen in ref«renoe Uk 
Holy Scripture. There is rar^ no reasoning, wi^. 
one so headstrong as this. We can merely shov' 
hoip opposed, bis view is to the truth. The Archdeacon, 
then* after referring to the passsges indnded in the 
dtation, quoted from the fffst and third parte of 
the Homily on Salvation, and the third part of that om 
Fknyer, while he mentioned the fact also, tbat the doctrine 
vrae specially condemned in **BeformaUo Legum, Dk 
JBimauSy^* chapter ii, which he then read as follows: ^Nee 
mkur est Uiorym amentia quipericulogam Origemt hmregim in 
km miate nostra rwrsus excitant nimintm omnes komim§8 
(qwantumeunque. seeUribus se contaminaverintj saiutem ad. 
txtrewmm conseeuturoa cum d^nito tempore ajustitia dimna 
ptmoB tie admissia fiagitiia luerint, Sed Sacra Scriptura dam." 
natoBftepepronundat inperpetnos crnciatuset deter noaflamnua 
prmcipitari*' la concluding this part of bis argument, the 
Arobdeacon contended tbat the reception of the Bisbop ot 
Katal^sdoctrine would not only be the removal of the wholes 
somestimulusoffbar, in deterring the wicked from thek 
evil courses by dread of punishment, but would inflict what: 
was, perhaps, a greater wound on the £uth and feelingev 
of Christian men by stripping the righteous of all comfort 
in the certainty of everlasting life, for the Bisho|f^as«. 
MuUara] and necesseiy cooseq^ueoce of bis doctrine, admitted. 
ia so many words thaX the righteous may .foT{e\tt\vc»s Vn^i»y 
itaooe and BuSer a dimiBUtion (at letatVoC tS^Vc \MKgrim«^ 



vM that head, #h€n speaking of OHgen in thelreatiie-^ Jl^ 

^BifdMelhi^ who-aays, '* ia$^ tmwtifa r tr mrt ' MJmmkm 

^Jit emtira rwfa Deivtrbd perwniw quantoMi miHur w m tm 

chmeniku:*' (lib. 21, c. 17.) He then proceeded! Inoofiictad- 

iqi^this part of the eaee, thefe Temains nQUbiQg'bat^llMil 

X«keiild, in the 'name of n^ ooHoagves and vyeetfy 

^ia ^e name of the diooeee to whidi ire each ^Moob^ 

*in4be name of the flock of Natal-^at vvahappy floiky 

"wlwee orily earthly consohttion in <tiii8 matter 'is -Un 

MBoatiBued abeenee ' ftom among them «f 'the ehief patter 

who haatanght them these thi^» and has4eft tliem^ithiaa 

»lbr^the time as sheep without aehep hert ' i n the namo 

■of the whole Chnrob^daim, my'IfordB,'f«ehajiidgment«aB 

•ehall, by Qod's good blessing, sta^the frightftil evil that 

impends over us if this large mass of false teaching 4a 

suffered to go on unchecked. If oar children are to be sared 

lirom the ravages of Secinianism, or its real ally, doctrinal 

-^wdcerism— ^if omr ^hildren-s children ar0to>grow np in. the 

"Isitb which weharereceived from thosebeforeuSy and which 

we hope to transmit as their dearoct inb^tanee to thoto 

who come after us, we claimit at your Lordships* hands that 

<yon ehonld * step in and ward off"- the ravages of this eon- 

^avroing fire of heresy andnnbtUi£ lione are-.more likc^to 

t«tfffer than the yoang, who teem eanght ^by^.tha>^sesming 

<«mhibility of this-xloetriBe, and, I have no doubtr by thoMl 

amiability of the Bishop's personal charaetar. Tfae^^raqr 

'painfiil tact has been quite reeentiy brought to our notice^ 

*that the other ^y, at one Of our lat^gest publio 'schools^ 

where the Biriiop had beenonee-a master,vthe - boys, on hb 

^appearing among them oq their great cpecth^dav, hailsd 

him with a general and pofalic acdamatkm of joy. Mo 

4ottbt;thesepoor boys tiuraght -that the ^BUbop «waa>what 

^he tries to represent himself ns being in the third patt^ 

?hhi 'book on the Pentateuoh, is., a great i i eis f mar, Hiie 

tBiiley and Latimer of OM. Aad&eooldnattheaiiitediToloea 

^nf the 'English Blshops^wam them? Jtniustthen:beMt 

^tatheseotenee pronouneed byyonrLoidihipstQ i as su r cr thi 

^Ihat^he Whom they have oonlbniidedwitfa those »great»aiid 

'Wise master-builders in onr Zkw is in trnth'but an arsh- 

4iestro3rer of the oomroon lEiith. 1% will baaU^too Ute When 

•the pAson has^entered into the'^Nry i)Mantt«axAL wia!rfw«'<a^ 

'ibe Church to attempt to purge oat tVia aMh[^T'^a2aiV ^Sa» 

^«fte threttt which the Bishop wuta tetti^W^Jhfc ^^^»*?22!fc 

««liris in iruthmoat •ppitting/Uauaia,V«^J^^J?S 
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writings of the New Testament. I answer nndoubtedljit 

* will, and mutt be; and if there is any part of the Church'a 
'teaching depending on the New Testament whieh will not 

bear the test of truth, we shall of course, as servants of the 
Gk>d of Truth, be bound to reject that also." In one word, 
. then, to your Lordships is committed the high trust of 
. putting, as far as in you lies, effectual check to tbese appal- 
. ling errors. That the Bishop has had your prayers, we are 
sure; that he may soon have your outspoken judgment, we 
earnestly hope. My own earnest prayer is, that from all 
false doctrine, from heresy, and schism, from contempt of His 
v^holy word and commandments, the good Lord may deliver 
us.— The Archdeacon then proceeded with the remaining por- 
fion of the charge, which referred to the Bishop's riews con- 
stained in his Commentaries on the Pentateuch and Book of 
Joshua. 

V. and VL 

' Here, he was happy to say, he should not detain their Lord- 
.sliips long, because the case was so much plainer, and 
because idso the various points had been so ably and 
convincingly, and in some cases so exhaustively argued. 
Hence there would be the less necessity to travel over tlie same 
ground at any length. He should, however, claim the same 

•indulgence of which he stood in need at the beginning, and 

'Btill required, and would attempt only to pursue a 
similar course of argument to that which he had prin- 

. cipally adhered to on the previous day, not travelling for 
authorities far beyond the sphere of recognized and author- 
jaed documents of the Church. He then continued as follows : 
We charge the Bishop with treating Holy Scripture aaa 

* merely human book, not inspired by God, or, at least, 
inspired only in a lower sense, a sense which, we believe, the 

* Formularies of the Church do not allow him to apply to what, 
at their hands, we receive and regard under the name of 
*' (rod's Word." I will not recite again what has been so 
well summarized from the wording of the Articles and 
Liturgy, bearing on the terms, everywhere occurring, such as 
Holy Scripture, Word <rf Qod^ Law given from God by 

-Moses, llie Latin copies of the Articles, whether they be 

•called the original or not, have the equivalent for these 

•e9q>re8sic«s in words no less strong, as in Article vi. 

'.ih'vi/tiB Scrwiur€B, Article xx, Diuinorum L\6roruni. 

.Now, I understsaid the Bishop of ^&\fi\ V> «&Em 

*tbMt be docB not- deny the inspiiaiioiBL o£ "HoVy ^^«a%- 

^BHR Jlfy Lords, what is that affirmaJdou wot«a:i Ni^\».^ 
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already learned what mere counters in the Bishop's jliaads 
Hre the solemn words which we hare been accustomed toune 
as true coins. We find that, howerer powerful and cle^ a 
writer is he on common ground, we must b^^ the study of the 
English language afresh when we haye to deal with his use 
of Uieological terms. With him " eternal " means somethix^g 
lasting for a time; " endless" something which, I protest, in his 
phraseology I cannot imderstand; and *' everilasting'' Feems to 
. have no meaning at all. " Faith "—that fkith by which we 
hcfge to be justed and saved— means a heathen's admi- 
ration of the good, the beautiful, and the true. The " peace 
of God which passeth all understanding" is frittered 
down into a heathen man*s *' sense of gladness and freedom ;" 
and the Bishop's &vourite preposition hyper, upon the 
. most solemn occasion, when used concerning the death of our 
Lord as effecting the redemption, of our race, becomes 
simply " in respect of our sins." After this, my Lords, 
what meaning can you extract from the Bishop of Natal's 
repudiation of his denial of the inspiration of the Holy Scrip- 
tures? Far be it from me to attempt to dognmtize in the 
presence of your Lordships upon that which the Formularies 
of the Church are supposed to have left so vague, as to the 
exact meaning of what we say when we call Holy Scripture 
** inspired." I will not discuss a point which English divines 
are yet earnestly engaged in investigating, or affect to settle 
. the words " plenary," ** literal," and all the other terms in use 
which are applied to this subject. I know one who has never 
been exceeded in this or any other generation in his knowledge 
of the Word of God, (me to whom we all (those who never heanl 
his name, and who need not now hear it from me if they do 
not recognize him under the title of the Great Father of the 
Western Church) — to whom, I say, we aU owe so much,— one 
who is thought, in spite of all his reverence, to have given a 
r&y free handling sometimes to portions of the Word of God, 
and he, when on his knees bdbre his Maker, Maculates, 
** Arripui vtnerabilem atylum SpirihiS Sancti tut etprte ceteris 
Apostoium Paulum'* (Aug. Con£ 7, 21). He calls the 
Scriptures, and St. Paul's writings espemlly, the august 
pen of the Holy Ghost, But, my Lords, I go on to an 
authority which, if not better in itself, is, I am sure, of morse 
weight with your Lordships, and more in accordance witU 
Ihe Ikie of argument to which I intended chiefly to confine 
myself YHiat do our Homilies say in illuatratisra. c^l ^2c!>s^ 
meamng of those numerous tiWea \>7 ^\as^ m q>^ ^"^qks^ 
ibannlas the Holy Scripturea aie caSl^'^ ^«fc> ^^ !^-, 
«6ancev in the Krst Homily, the e:s:^oi:t«xSo^ Vi ^Oisifc '^'^ 
^JSotySaiptaxe. Towwds tteexvei «i^X\tf»^^^^'^^ 
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J pices of exbortAtkm.totiiepeople to refffllteirSBto: 
«I«t Si pray to Qod, the oii]j.«iittior of theie bmftaOg^ 

mooox^ag to the whofaHone doctrine and Teriti«ti)f 
'' I call eqieebd attentioii tothe phnee ""God, Ibe 
floltj author of theie heavoily rtndiet/' i,e., the Btble» and I 
aik whether the laognage hereeinplojed is in aooordanoe witfi 
tfieTiewsoftbeBii^opofNatalf Onr refomwn, who hoflt 
all thcj did npoa Holy Scr^tnre, were aiudow to aend iSbe 
people to search diligently the same source. Butiswhatttid 
<t tpiiit did they send them? In one widely dttbrent ftom 
^ttiat of our new reifbrmer, who sends people to use their 
critical &culties to find out all the discrcqpancies Hi^ can 
disooTer, and to make themselyes the judges,— whitt; part of 
Ihe Bible is divine, what human, what part is genuine ilia- 
tay, and what a skilfully-concocted lie. fThe Archdeaoon 
next quoted at some length from the Homuy for them whidi 
lake offence at certain places of the Holy Scriptures. 
'Ue following is a part of what he read: ^Thus 
if je wllV be profitable hearers and readers jof the Hofy 
^Scriptures, ye must first deny yourselyes and keep under 
yofut carnal senses, taken by the outward words, and search 
ibe inward meaning ; reason must give place to God's Hcdy 
f|pirit You must submit your worldly wisdom and judg- 
jnent unto His divine wisdom and jut^ent ; consider, the 
tScriptures, in what strange form soever it be pronounced, is 
Hie word of the living God." Andagain: *< Let us earnestly 
^lake heed that we make no jesting stock of the books of 
Hdy Scriptures ; the more obscure.and dark the si^yLngs be 
to our understandi^, the further let us think oursdves to he 
tem God and His Holy Spirit, who was theauthor of them;" 
(Snd part of the Informatien»cir certain PUces of the Scri^ 
^ures.j He then ixroceeded : And now I come but a 
stage lower in ainhmcitj^ and possibly go back a atage 
in point of iAvNXD^logy ; for the second part of tifi 
Bjomilies, it Is moat jwobalile, was not published before 
lbeDrindpid.pai:taflf4/of9aafi0 composed; and 

X wnk I am quoCii^g wtNtb which Granmer himself pro- 
^fta^ypenned^RDdcertaiiHy didwithhisfollow-commisaioneKa 
jvaeotto. l*foda8siuredJ[amadduciiigtheft>ll,concentnit» 
«d, authoritative wet|^t of the chief reformers, and tlie 
compilers and publiiihers of these Articles Which we charge 
fbeBJgbop of Hiatal wjth contravening, wYxenlxsaA.^PBfla^, 
'^jff(gregtiiis):^'X)ivinmSer\pturatUm,Ui crettfltoiT anAiM^ 
MfMtnti/ia creaturnt rujttsvis txcdlenfia, ipti i»itl,ontqH«watt» 

'^^ff^nmafwJLepwn, t3^>. lii, and from Jewtiff a 
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iriew «r ini^tfaii tuela by fiie Biriiop of Natal, ifwe tain 
■tbejoaiagm artided in tiiefe^aehednles, oan-bethfrn^oon- 
^tmo^tnth thflse most dear statesaentB from t>iir Fofom- 
te^ «kd the^woribi which I have died asihe best/ the dia- 
ridacteit, and mott authoritatiYe e^gpoiilioii <tf ttUr 
VManiBg? 

vn. 

1 Bovr oome to Sdiednle TH. And boreil mutt -atirTHvr 

Lorddiipa not to coodderus as attadiing aqyl^gal and 

-tadmical meaning to the words ^ anthentidtj and genuine- 

ofss." We mean, sabstantiBlly, he depraves the Sciiptarai» 

.<.e.» he denies their authority and he denies thdr trotidkU^ 

now. The word ''canonidty" I would not willini^ 

give up. If your Lordships should think fH; to eiqpnnge^ 

in your judgment, the respondbility I should at least notllke 

to rest with us. Let the (Bishop of Natal talk what fine 

vrocds he may about <' canoniad books," I should be sonj 

to aooept his use of this or oS other important theological 

terms, or adopt it as my own. As to what I mean "^ 

^ eanonidty," X shall be content with Wdchman's definition^ 

: that the can o nical books are those whidi are inspired \ff 

t3k)d, and given for a mle of fidth and manners. And now 

I will not pain your ears orshods your reason by going over 

ilgain what was so ably eiposed and denounod vesterdi|7 

as to the fiidiqp of Natal's treatment of sacred history. ± 

haveadqptedtheBishopof Natal's prescribed method,— rthaTe 

•«ideavdured toiead the passages cited hi connection with 

fSbid whole context, but I found the tadc so painfhlr— I was 

obliged to copy out in writmg^page after page before I could 

Ibrce my mind to give its due attentum tothis most revoUfaig 

snlgect. Had I, in^ead^spent my time in writing downa series 

0f observations and arguments upon it(which happily, howerBr^ 

raj coadjutors have done histaul of me), I should not fod, 

ai Iaow do, aflaid to trust mysdf befinre your Lordships, 

with the freedom and latitude of speedi, into which an izre- 

jiresslble indignation might betn|y me. But I would simplf 

ask, can we suppose, do the Bishop of Natal's firiends suppos|9^ 

that he himsdf would like to be associated in what I nmat 

call the dishonest, the fraudulent, not to say dir^ work that 

lie ascribes to .the Prophets Bamud «aCL ;&«c«DDQa^^ ^Br 

HxadM, we all remember ho^r, belfoie \m)^ ^i2Bai!^ \s«cfismfiA» 

*«Bn weekv'' was over when hialiordA^p tcciX\wAtft.«^ 

^Snf^?^ Iw too wwi aiudona to xinqgw^^^iia^vl^^^^T^ 
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- Vmhdumhdu for thdr U-Tixo, Now, I underatand, he has 
*' Um Dio," Well I let us suppoae he had taken the same 
XDeaiM, by figuzes, by l^^ends, by imagiiiation — in a word, l^ 
lies— to enforce his new Jehovistic phraseology upon the 

. Church and people of Natal. In what estimate would he now 
stand with the people of that colony? How would he look 
them in the &ce ? Indeed, it is hard to say what amount if 
toleration men will concede to those impostors and forgers who 
only exercise their crait upon religious sulijects. Butweresuch 

, things done such as the Bishop imputes to those hdy men, 
I ssY were such things done by himself in the merGantile 

..world, I am afraid he would, ere this, have exchanged his 
comfortable house for a convict's cell, and instead of the pen 
he now wields with such &tal ability, he would hare found a 
mattock thrust rudely into his hands by the overseer. But I 
quit the painfUl subject, and go for a moment only to Schedule 

TBI. 

vm. 

Had not the contents of this schedule been already 
argued out very ably I should have felt constrained to go into 
it, though unquestionably the most painful part of all our 
work. I would simply remark further upon it in 
reference to the defence set up by the Bishop himself, 

.and through Mr. Houghton, in the preface to Yolume 
lu, that he appears entirely to overlook the distinction 
between ignorance and, I will not say, error, but mls- 

;toke and self-deceit. The able theological reviewer in 
the Guardian has called attention, to this point in wor^a 
w hich I should like to quote, with yoor Lordships* permission : 
** But it is tbe latter, not the former—actual blundering, not 
mere deficieucy of information— which Bishop Colenso does 
not fear to charge in effect on our Saviour. For any- 
thing we can see, simple privation of knowledge is compa- 
tible with absolute innocence, and with the perfection of a 
finite creature; but surely palpable error and blind self-ddu- 
iion are not so, but manifestly * have the nature of suu' 
We abstain from pursuing the Bishop's positions into theur 
legitimate and most awful consequences. He strikes, as 
with a two-edged sword, both at the Lord as a Teacher— 

> lor if He oould err so grievously in one thing how shall we 
trust to Him for guidance as to the rest?— and at the Lord 

Ji# Ibe A toner, for how shall one faVUn &ndVAexi\\%\xed being: 

, MUikesatls&ction for others^ If anything co\iL^^e.x«^\i^^v 

CoJeoBo from these random and ahockVu% %v^<s?a\«.jAo^V 

mirely the tfoiemn reflection should do •^^^^^^.^^^^ 

^tijr, yet we are mm undesignedly, ^^^^^^^^""^ 
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* the Lamb witliout spot/ and also <;tlie Waj*, the Truth, and. 
the Life. ' " Inow pass on to the last sdiedale. 

IX. 

We here charge the Bishop with depraving and impugn- 
ing and otherwise bringing into disrepute the Book, 
of Common Prayer, particularly portions of the Ordinal 
and Baptismal Seryice, and in so doing, with violating 
the law of the Church of Englamd and Ireland. The 
reading of the single extract In page xxii, Preface to- 

.Part II, is enough to substantiate this charge. But 
the more terrible cruelty of the Bishop's speculattoos 
is, that even in tiroes of distress we must not come 
in common prayer to God without being told that we- 
are coming with a palpable lie in our mouth. Who that 
has pleaded for a renewal of fsir weather by a remem- 
brance of God's combined wrath and mercy in the floods 

. who that in the time of common plague and sickness has 
addressed God as '' the God who in Thy wrath didst sends 
a plague upon Thine own people in the wilderness for 
their rebellion" and goes on— '< like as Thou didst then 
accept an atonement, so may it please Thee now to with- 
draw fh>m us this plague and grievous sickness;" and so on 
throughout these touching invocations in time of distress^ 

. aUuding to the events of the Old Testament^ which have been 
written for our example,— who, I say , would choose to be ligbtlgr 

.robbed of an inheritance such ns this? But we are told 
the Bishop can defend all this. We are referred to Part III 
of his work, recently published; be it sa I accept the 
appeal gladly. I turn to psge zxvi. He says, answering 
what appears to be a question of the Bishops, which is as- 
follows: 

** We understand you fhrther to intimate that those who 
think with you are precluded from using the Baptismal 
Service, and, consequently (as we must infer), other offices 
of the Prayer Book, unless they omit all such passsges as 
assume the truth of the Mosaic history ?" 

Ans.— **Th}s assumption sgain is contradicted by my 
own language already referred to, Part II, page xxii, where 
I have said that many clergymen, who do not believe in the- 
hlstorical truth of the Koachian Deluge, will yet be able 
to justify themselves in one of two ways in uslay^ atAULvas^ 
a form of prayer. ... I cona\det«\i<vw^N«c^ i^i»X fpoflA*. 

jMSBsgeB ought no longer to be retained, a.a ol«^sasJ«Xfc ^^5^- 

#J«^,in our Prayer-book; md llMAd\\\ft\» ^>^5-2^ 

▼»4 «>a*/eoi^ fortlie Uberty \i^nE «wsxX«d. oV sj^tb^sm 
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^iiMm M «oon tt poutUe." After ntdiog iMff/I itnt^fbB 
book, and close n^ cuee, Mying ffabemus em^tentemrman. 
1 shall not again venture to plead with your Lordships 
for a judgment in condemnation of this farrago of most 
merciless, but happily also most palpable, breach of ijrhat 
me baye been used to consider the obligations of <coii* 
Mience and of la«r. We eommit the jadgment oalmhr, 

•oonfldently, and prayerfully into yonr Lordsbipt' handi^ 
«Bd say only, May God defend the -right. 

The Venerable the Archdeacon of George then rose md 
■' aaid : My Lords, I will detain tlie Court with as few preHori- 
•nary remarks as possible; but before proceeding to discharge 
'Bnr own sbareoftheresponsibility common to myself and those 
'With whom I am associated in respect of these aocnsitions, 
ithere are one or two matters bearing on the case on which it 
seems to me important that I should first ask to-be heaffl. 
In the first place, it is both my interest and duty to say that 
I appear here not on my own behalf alone, but as the repn- 
sentatiye of every clergyman in the Archdeaconixof George. 
I do not mean, in saying this, to throw off respoasibili^ 
^^rom my own shoulders; fer if I had stood alone, I sc«reehr 
think that 1 should have doubted of my course. Bat ft 
seems only right that the Court should know that by the 
■tmanimous choice of the clergy of the archdeaconry, I wt 
^now acting as tlieir Proctor; and it is no small conifiMrt to 
ine personally to be able publicly to say this. In the neott 
place, I may be allowed, I trust, to express for myself some- 
IhiLg of thedeep reluctance with which i,for otte,haveeDgaged 
in these proceedhigs. Shortly after my arrival in the ooHoof 
«t the b^inning of the year, I made a proposition to some of 
"the leading clergy of the Frovinoe— and I pressed the 
point as urgently as I decently could — that the Pro- 
vince shonld, if possible, unite in a requisition to the 
Bishop <xf Natal, respectfully but firmly calling upon his 
Lordship not to take shelter under any merely l^al and 
technical defences, bat to act on the convictions expressed 
in the Preface to Part I. of his work on the Pentateodi 
<pp. zi— xiii.), and honestly retire from a position which I 
believed he mi^t yet be brought to feel he could no longer 
iMnestly occupy. And I aocordingly drafted a requitithm 
to that effect^ and submitted it to some of the mure pro- 
m/aeat of the clergy. But they were vV^ftT^l^^m-wx^iisMi 
'to beUeve, thtku I was. They xertainVy eatxtftSLVAtagf ^ tab- 
^iteiljribma I had done the prob&ble futiWtiy <* ws*i%.«f«5ft* 
J5^»aff/ be ihaah within yoar Lwdrt&ptf '«>°*^S^S^ 
JU«wii the Beocb of Sngliah BUhop«, wiA a«Bj ^*^jS£; 



niggettkniy it was not receivied by him with much deferenoe;. 
and OB the part of some of the Bishop's supporters, was met^ 
with a storm of ridicule. Similar treatment - was extended 
tq the Episcopal ''inhibition." The line of argomenfc 
adopted was ti&at it was unjust to condemn a man before lia 
bad been liBgaliy proved guilty; and that to call upon aa. 
aoeused person to save trouble bj condemning himself waa^. 
in the highest degree absurd. How far the same partiea 
were sincere in the implied wish that the diepute shoidd be - 
brought to a ikir legal issue» is hardly matter of conjecture. 
But, be this as it may, my object now is to show that we 
had reoourse to these proceedings only when it appeared 
mocaUy certain— what has since been reduced to absolute - 
certainty— that no alternative remained to this Province 
but either to do what we are doing now, or else submit 
without astruggle to recognize the Bishop of Natal as still 
ooe of its lawful and ac<»edited rulers and chief pastors. 
Speaking for myself, I could truly say that I should have 
bem thankful to be spared this unhappy necessity. But,, 
supported and encouraged by a certain amount of publle 
opinimi, the Bishop of Natal would appear to have entirely 
conquered Uie moral convictions which once impelled him to- 
coptemplate and almost promise rt- sigoation, and has finally 
taken reftige under cover of the law. It is his doing so thathaa ■ 
forced us into Court, and obliged us, however unwilling, thus 
pufatidy to aceusehim. But upon proceeding to the chargea- 
upon which the Bidiop of Natal has been cited before this 
Ckwrt, there is yet one other point upon which I am anxious, . 
both on my own account and on behalf of those whom I re^re- 
sentr to say a few words. I apprehend that the strict ol^ect 
of the present inquiry is to try certain doctrines promul- 
gated by the Bishop of Natal, and alleged by us to- 
be folse doctrines, by the moasuxe of the Creeds, the 
Thirty-nine Articles, and the Poimularies, generally, of the 
English Church. In saying this, I am not presuming 
to limit in any way the jurisdiction of your Lordshipa' 
Court. I cannot believe this to be the lawful Ecclesiastical 
Court of a properly-constituted Province of the Church of 
Christ, and not suppose that it has power— for all I know, . 
without appeal— to try questions of doctrine arising within 
ib» Province by reference to the Holy Scriptures, or in any 
manner which the canons and customs of the Church Catho- 
lic, and particularly our own branch of \t, vv^xxVi i<(3flfs;:j 
juf tiM I am Dotf then, presuming to p^X aii^ \\io\X. ^^ ^(^^ 
juiiBdhUon of thin Court, or (»n the 'p\Q8Ld^%% «AybS»»^^ 
befixn it. But thiu n what I meau,— Ux>X :«%, tXift'S^adMS^^^ 
NMBl^semam, lutye hj the tenn^xiC ow aaomt^x^s^' "fiP^ 
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« limit tipon ourselves. We have charged the Bishop of 
Natal with holding and promnlgatinR not error simptVy-^ 
not doctrines contrary to the Holy Scriptures, as snch,^- 
but ''opinions which contravene and subvert the Catholic 
Faith as defined and^expressed in the Thirty-nine Articles 
and the Formularies of the Book of Common Prayer." And 
accordingly this charge, so limited and defined, it ' 
will be my endeavour still more completely, if possible, 
to substantiate. But at the same time I cannot 
forget the old maxim, summum jus summa injuria. No 
doubt, in civil courts, it is often difficult to avoid 
pressing the letter of the law beyond the Hmit of 
what is wise, and sound, and equitable. And althoagli 
I am quite clehr, all things considered, that there 
^ras no other course open to us in this instance than to 
make our charges in the form in which we have made 
them, it would imply no extraordinary conscientiousness 
in us if we were more solicitous, after all, for doctrinal 
truth than for any merely legal success. And to apply 
this, — if any of the language now objected to by us as used 
by the Bishop of Natal should appear to the Court excnsa-> 
"ble on any fair and intelligible ground ; if, after the fhll and 
anxious attention which your Lordships cannot fail to 
bestow upon this case, we should appear to have been in any 
respect over-zealous, or over- sensitive on behalf of what 
'we have believed to be the true tradition of Christ's Church 
as embodied in our Articles and Formularies, I do most 
heartily declare that the satisfaction with which I should 
hear such an announcement from the Cou rt would only be 
'exceeded, if at all, by the satisfHction which I am persuaded 
your Lordships would feel in making it. It is true that we 
press for sentence against the Bishop of Natal on the ground 
of literal infringements of the Articles and Formularies. 
But we do so only because we are confident at present that 
•our case against him really rests on far broader grounds. 
And it is my hearty prayer and desire that wherever it 
does not rest on broader grounds, we may fail to establish 
the infringement of the bare letter. As to the charges 
themselves, the first four schedules are based upon extracts 
from a work which has excited scarcely any public atten- 
tion in England, but which is better known in this colony, 
•and which I myself have heard spoken of— and not by 
thoughtless or incompetent judges— as probably the most 
nhBchieroua of all tiie three books agam«t wYvvc^Yiomt c^Yvax^ea 
Jje, on the ground that a secret enemy, -wVio \Te«i^% ^^\- 

■cBtely, is always more to be dreaded tbau an ovena%%tfe«M«. 

AiBuredJy if anyone, after leading the ^xtX Ssim -^^^ ^ 
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Part I, throws hit sympathies into Bishop Colenso's books on 
the Pentateuch, he must be said to do so with his eyes opeo. 
And also I belteye that any well-instmcted Christian, who had 
been accustoBied to apply to his own Iieart and secret life ' 
the CatlioHc doctrine of onr Blessed Lord's Divinity, and ' 
to regard the truth of His atonement as bound up inejctri- 
<!ably with that doctrine,~even though he might possesa 
Tery little knowledge of theology as a science, and might 
have DO independent knowledge whatever of Socinianism 
as a systems-could not read &r into this book on the 
Bomans without hitting the clue to almost all the false 
teaching—" false," as we contend— contained in it. But the 
peculiarity of this book, as compared with Parts I and II 
on the Pentatench, consists in this,— that instead of being 
an avowed attack upon certrtin portions of the Bible, and a 
scarcely disguised attack upon the whole of it, it is a pro- 
fessed commentary on one of St. Paul's Epistles. Thus it 
inevitably contains a great deal of matter that might very 
well have been tacked on to a very different context, and 
in point of phraseology is often eminently Christian ' 
and orthodox; in which fact, by itself, there is nothing 
to surprise anyone who knows anything of the history 
of heresy. But it is not the less worth mentioning, as ac- 
counting for the offence which this Commentary on the 
Romans has, as we consider, most justly and properly given; 
and for the part which we have thought it right to take in 
not passing the book over, in the face of the whole South 
African Church, in a suit for heresy against the Bishop of 
Natal. For we are convinced, and we have undertaken to 
prove, that it contradicts the authoritative teaching of the 
Church on vital and fundamental points, although often in- 
sidiously; and we consider that it would be a great misfor- 
tune if it escaped authoritative censure merely because it 
fails to discover the latest developments of the Bishop's 
views on the subjects treated of, or because to a con- * 
aidcrable extent its errors sub dicina legis umbracuUs 
latitanU . 

I. 

This schedule relates to the ell-important sul)ject 
of oar blessed Lord's atonement. An "atonement" 
for the sins of the world is again and again ascribed 
in this book to our Kedeemer ; and avow^dV^ ^axA^orc- 
lies almost every page, and evet^ a^tvl^Tiv:)^ ^1 >x« 
What we aaaert is that the doctrm^ ot tYi^ KX^v^'^^tA 
taught, and intended to be taught, by t\» "SViSaw^ ^"^^^a^ 



eoBiliote directly with thtt doctrine of thr Aloaementtof 
wliieh the Articles and Prayer-book bind us ;. and tba» thr 
one doctrine cannot by any &ir process be reconciled with; 
tKa other. [Tbe Archdeacon here read' the patsagfes 
aitided.] lifow, what do these passages amoont to ? ^ 
miqr be laid, in limine, ** let them mean what they may, thsgr 
cannot fairly be regarded as opinions for which the wshogi 
of Tfatal is to be held responsible. They are an honeel es* 
position of. the thoughts and teaching of another man;, and- 
that man, moreover, one by whom we have all alike cmi« 
seated to be bound. If the Prayer-book and Articles ara 
at vaiiaoce with St. Paul, so much the worse for them* 
Bnt do net blame the Bishop of Natal for that !" Bat this 
is4ibvioQsly a line of defence which will not bear a moment's- 
steady thought. ETcry sermon is pioned on to some test. 
Cannot a man oontraTene the Articles in a sermon ? And, 
wherein, I would ask, does the spoken or written sermoa 
diil^r from the printed and published commentary,, except 
that the commentary is a book, and, being printed' and pub- 
lished, is clearer and more decisive evidence than the 
ordinary sermon of the effect on the minds of others which 
the writer has intended to produce ? 

I return, then, to the main point, and ask what do thesa* 
passages just quoted amount to ? 

They declare distinctly that our blessed Lord did not 
•* die instead of us "— <* in our place "—or ^ bear the puolskk 
ment or penalty of our sins.*' That He did indeed die "< for 
itr>*_"oa our behalt" But how ? Why, as any man oa 
earth may die for his country, or his fViend. As erery 
sddier does die for his country, who dies fighting in battle 
against his country's enemies. As thousands of parents 
have died for their children, through stinting tbemselTes of 
necessary food, and over-working themselves, in order that 
their little ones might haye enough. << He died to help us^" 
says the Bishop, ** in r^pect of our sins." 

So far the argument rests on the alleged sense of a Greek 
preposition (himer^y coupled with an implied assertion of the 
n(m-use in the New Testament of another preposition (anti) 
in relation to Christ's redemptive work. The Bishop 
also quotes a passage from Xenophon's Anabasis, by 
way of illustrating his meaning;— the point of it all being 
that our Lord did not die in our stead; that He did die 
for us, but that the notion of substitution, which is admitted 

to be the common dogma, is as baseless as it is common, 
atidia traceable to inattention to the Qftee'k otvfpiMX. 

JVbip> na oae can read this, and igKetoaiQL na^ X.^ «m 
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Ihat the writer is very much in earnest with his subject* 
It would be idle to try to lay the dispute by saying, what, 
indeed, it is always easy to say, that it is all a strife about! 
words, and so forth. What makes the Bishop of Natal so 
eager on the point ? Is he lighting a ghost all the time ? 
Is the distinction for which he so zealously battles, after aU 
immaterial ? Evidently he does not think so. What i» 
really the point at issue ? Suppose our Redeemer not to 
have died instead of us ; to have died for us in a sensd 
excluding the notion of substitution ; to have " died to help 
us in respect of our sins,'*— what follows ? It would not 
foUow that His death was unnecessary ; that we should 
have been secure of salvation witliout His help. The 
Bishop of Natal would deny that inference; and, I think, he 
would be logically justified in denying it. But this surely 
would follow, that Chiist's death in that case was not th3 
efficient cause of our redemption. His death may have 
been a condition of our reconciliation to God; and so far, iu 
loose, popuhr language may be said tu be a cause of it. For 
we all know how causes and conditions are confounded in 
popular talk. But any longer to. speak of the Blood of 
Christ as that which itself, by its own direct and proper 
virtue, washes out sin, and by its infinite prcciousr ess has 
purchased our forgivenesa^—that thenceforth would be im- 
possible. And the Bishop's aim is clear. It would be clear 
even if we knew less than we do concerning the source 
whence his teaching is derived. His aim is to eliminate 
from the doctrine of Redemption its chief mystery;— that, 
namely, as having been done for us which \b the true and 
proper correlative of the perfect Godhrad of Him who 
wrought it. In vain does the Bishop of Natal argue that 
our TjotA ** could not have died in our stead, inasmuch as, if 
physical death be meant, we still die physically as much as 
ever; but if spiritual death be meant, our Lord could not 
have died spiritually at all." In the first place there is a 
fallacy in the way in which physical and spiritual death are 
here separated from each other. We know only of dc ath, 
that death which is the fulfilment of the curse, '<Thou 
shalt surely die." And that death is a complex thing, a 
most profound, an infinite, and a most dreadful mystery, of 
which we believe the natural death of the living man, or as 
much of it as our bodily senses enable us to ohaet\^, \a \i^ 
only one part, or one stage. In d^^vn^ '^V's^vi^'^i '^^ 
beliere that our Redeemer died even a« i\\\ Ttvviti ^\^» .^^ 
beeajUBe we also allow that He did not dVo svWwxi^lj *^ '^^ 
sense in which, without Him, ▼© in\»X, ^\\V^^^ ^%Ra>si. 
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gffirH as well at in soul and bodf, we do ndt tOSt&npt ^ 
aflTect to (Tefine the entire range snd valve cf the penattjr 
irliich He pmM ; or say in aU particul^n what ills dt«t& 
was, and what it was not^ and wherein its ahni^btjr 
#0cac7 consisted. In the first p)ace« then, we -demur to ftia 
BisliOii's way of stating his alternative, as fallaxdons. Biit^ 
In Uie second place, we say that no one ever supposed our 
I^rd to hiive died in our stead in tlie mode %iidch tlie 
Bishop of Natal states, only to dismiss it as absurd, 
iknd } 4 1 the expression has a real, substantive meaning for 
an that, ns the Bishop of Natal is evidently fuMy aware. 
And the meaning is this, not simply that if Christ had not 
died, we muftt have remained unreconciled to God— that li 
to fay, as he explains it, unconscluus or unconvinced of 
God's fatliei I}' ycHrnings over us — but that Christ*8 deaths 
inystei iously operating as an efficient cause, reconciiud 
Gild to us, not in thefeose of appeasing in Him anything 
like corrupt human anger, but in the sense of satisfying His 
•ternal and unspotted jui!>tice, and so destroyed that com- 
plicated death which else we must liave died. In other 
irords, Christ's precious death had the direct and wlioUjr 
peculiar effect of taking the " sting out of death," not 
•imply by destroying the natural tear of the phe- 
nomenal part of it, and infusing into the prospect of 
it an indestructible element of confidence and hope; 
tet by doing away wiih the penalty of sin, and by 
insuring; the resurrection of the decomposed and ruined 
IJody in a glorified form^ and its reunion with the 
perfected soul and spirit for a blessed immortalitjr. 
And in this sense— a most distinct and iotelh'gible sense— 
me SHy that C'hrist died, not to help us in nspect of our 
tins, but literally in our stead. And to clear our position stiH 
more eff'ectually, if possible, from all ambiguity, let me add 
that I am not now relying on the mere word ** redemption," 
or the mcT'i word " Temission,** or any other word, even 
alihough it be a Scriptural one, having more or less of a 
laetMpliorical signification. I am contending for the thing, 
the fact, against which the Bi»hop of Natal eo eHrnestly 
opposes hirafielf; and I maintain that it is necessarily 
•Bvulvid in every Article and Formulary^ which I .shm 
ipresently cite. 
i)iit bafoTe I refer to the Articles and Formularies, I have 
jpet to cull the attention of the Couxt mot\i closely to 
fffmragtaphs 156 and 158 of the Commen\aT7 ot\ v\\^'ftwTv\%.w%, 
Ma the JffrsC hnd iaat portions of paiag;tAp\\ \5i^» \Vvfe^\f\\«5 
Of Uutul, coramemiDg on Bmnam -^^ V^, ^H!e\V% ^«ti 
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'«iB|iAmtM^ on the ^de ditHiiction<'-«« distim^ifm so.nife 
^Mmt 'h« pronounces it io be'**4iifii>ite^— >beHr«eii tiie anjilDg 
<lhat Ood 18 reconciled to us by the death of Ctivifti;, ftnd«lie 
-•aykig that we are reconciled to Gud. N« cm^ liluak, 
€ttn ^(lubt tiie Bishop's me ming to be th»— that twe«re 
-Ywonciled to God by the death of His fion in some ^OMe, 
-whatevcrr that sense may be, which mnkes it infiniMly 
-Vfitrne to speak of God being thereby reconciled to «8. 
'^ Tlie differifnce in the meaning of these two expreftskHii/* 
«itys the Bishop of NHtHl, ** is infinite,'' words which caanot 
have been intended to signify less than «that the one propo- 
«ition has not the very remotest connexion with tbe^tther; 
and which, taken with the conteitt, m«st, I &ubmi(, lie 
^vnderstood to mean that the one is >accordii%g to St. VttmU 
ftBdlfe'true; and that the other is untruei— that 6od4«M 
tH)t reconciled to ue, and thiit there was never any ocqa- 
4iion fur His being eo. At the end of pcuragri^h i&^.4Sie 
<«iine doctrine is again insisted on. 

Here, again, as on the former point, the queetion juisee: 
W^iy ehuuld the Bishop have to keen an appreciMiiii».of 
ithis'diottnction? And why should he urge it with Atteh 
vigomr and with such evident interest? Tiie .truth is 
4Aiat the Bishop of Natal is only consistent with hinHdlfiii 
4oinf «o. in the Racovian Catechism, tthe princifMl 
inrmnlMTy of the original S«>cinians (cap. if), occucs this 
question: ** Ad Imec «ero quod nos Deo recouciliitrit ^liid 
«Serfl?*' But what do you adduce for this, that He has frnm^ 
mOedusto Godf To which this answer is given: ** Primvim, 
misqtiHm Scriptitram asserere, Deum nobis a Chriato 
recunciliatum, verum id tantum quod nos per Christum 
4iat •mortem fjus simus reconciliati, ve) Deo reoonciliati." 
fw/, thmt Scripture nowhere asserts tliat God Mas «te» 
i0€eonciled lo us i>y Christy but only this, that we, ibarmtgh 
€^i9t, or through His death, have been reconcilmi (jsinqtlg), 
««r reeancikd to God, And with refertnoe to the SMine 
'•nl]!)eot,'6<>cinus (De Christo Servatore, p. i, cap. ^ii^liafl 
thisreii ork: ^* Iia communis cunsuetudo loquendi &i4imt 
{•eUioet is reconciiiatus luisse dicatur, per quern stabatiOe 
■amieitia aut denuoexisteret aut conservaretur." T^ttmtd 
"^ recoMciied,** as it 4s commonly used^ implies that that patfty 
«f ioid to have been reconciled whme fault U woM thtUA% 
^food understanding continued to be suspended* or ^^ ^ 
■stmaiM u/ri^roAen fiomlltejir^t, TUe«e vpVvQ\ia %.\%^^ 
by Biahop Penraoa in the t^oiea to \m \^"\**fci!Xa.N^«^ '-^ - 
J0db Article id tiie ApostWa' CKeed* w\\«5te \\« \* ^^^^^^^ 
4CMf aaerifloe «f tiie d««th u£ Clixisii AjQdi«^««s»\«^^^^*^ 
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to be added, the weaknesf of them Is thoronghly ezposed 
by him. I have adduced Bishop Pearson now for the sake 
of the light which he throws on the true iparentage of the 
teaching against which we are now contending, and on 
the secret of the earnestness with which the point in 
question is so repeatedly pressed on the reader's attention 
in the extracts cited. [The Archdeacon here drew atten- 
tion also to the fact that, although the Bishop of Natal 
nowhere acknowledges it, his argument is identical with 
that of Dr. Priestly, combated by Archbishop Magee in 
Note XXX of that prelate's work on the Atonement.] 

But the all-important question remains: does the teach- 
SDjg of the Bishop of Natal impugn and contradict, not 
Bishop Pearson, but the Articles and Formularies? I wiU 
cite those which we belicTe it certainly does contradict. 

glie Archdeacon here read Articles u and xxxi, and 
ayer of Consecration in Communion Office]. As to 
the direct, flat, verbal disagreement between tlie Bishop 
and one prominent clause towards the end of Article ii, I 
will not detain the Court by adding one word about it, 
except just this, — that, if that l^ not accepted as 
an irreconcilable contradiction between the Bishop's 
teaching and the Articles, I confess I am at a loss 
to understand how it should ever be possible to con- 
tradict an Article of Religion; or what can be meant 
by our being required to subscribe and adhere to 
them in their plain, literal, and grammatical sense. 
But other words and expressions which occur in these quo- 
tations, such as the expression in Article ii, that " Christ 

truly suffered, was crucified, dead, acd buried 

to be a sacrifice not only for original ftuilt, but also for all 
actual sins of men ;" again in the title of Article xicxi — 
"Of the one oblation of Christ finished upon the cross;" 
and in the Article itself, the words *< perfect redemption, 
propitiation, and satisfaction;" and lastly, in the Prayer of 
Obnsecratinn-^" Who made there (by His one oblation of 
Bimself once offered) a full, perfect, and sufficient sacrifice, 
. oblation, and satisfaction for the sins of the whole world;" 
words and expressions such as these, inasmuch as they do 
not formally or exclusively express the notion of substitu- 
tion, require, perhaps, to be briefly defended against any 
' mttempt tliat might possibly be made to show that they do 
MO$ (^mprehend it. Let it be assumed ihat every one of 
' these are, in some sort, figurative or meta.^\iox\«»\ ex\j!t«»- 
M^Ds^that U to Bay, that the notion viYucVv tVie-j vws^«^7 
ti^frej^^t ia only cognate to the noUon "twYiw^i \t. Vi %k»x^x 



165 

to convey by means of them; and that the eternal verity . 
which they thus imperfectly shadowr forth, transcends 
inevitably eiFery eflTort of reason and intellect, imagination . 
and language combined, to grasp it. What then? Is there, 
therefore, no essential fitness in these terms ? This in- 
qniry carries us back into the history of them ; and their, 
history would appear to settle the question. For there 
cannot be the shadow of a doubt that every one of these 
terms is a derivation fh>m the sacred culttis of the Jews, as 
prescribed by the Levitical law. And if it is not certain 
that the notion of substitution entered into the Levitical 
doctrine of sacrifice— nay, that the whole Levitical law was 
pervaded with that notion, then I should indeed despair of 
ever being at liberty to assume anything as certain within 
the whole range of divine revelation. I am irresistibly 
reminded, it is too true, at this stage of my argument, that 
the author of this Comnit ntary on the Romans is also the 
author of another work, i** which the composition of the 
Book of Leviticus is virtually stigmatized as an impudent 
forgery, by being assigned to probably post-Davidic times. 
I cannot, however, abandon what I believe to be one of the 
most unanswerable of all arguments for the troth and 
reality of our Lord's. atonement as a propitiatory and vica- 
rious ofiering for sin, merely because it remotely rests on 
the assumed veracity of the Old Testament. '* For the 
commonwealth of Israel," says Bishop Pearson, on the 
Creed (▼ol.i, p. 118--119), "was totally ordered and dis- 
posed, both in the constitution and administration of it, 
for and with respect unto the Messias. The constitution of 
that people was made by a sejunction and separation of • 
them firom all other nations on the earth ; and this began 
in Abraham, with a peculiar promise of a seed in whom all 
the nations should b ; blessed, and be united into one reli- 
gion. That promised seed was the Messias, the type of 
whom was Isaac. This separation was continued by the 
administration of that commonwealth, which was a royal 
priesthood ; and that administration of the people did 
consist in three functions, prophetical, regal, sacerdotal, all 
which had respect unto the* Messias, as the scope of all the 
prophets, and the complement of their prophecies ; as the ' 
lord of the temple, and the end of all the sacrifices for which 
the temple was erected ; as the heir of an eternal priest- 
hood, after the order of Melchizedec, and ot \\\^ >^xqtis& ^"V ~ 
David^ or an everlasting kingdom." WomV^ ni^ Y-tiwc ^>o»x 
sMdriflce and offering, propitiation aivd aa.X\«5a!C\:YWv xsi«»^>J*V 
applied to the biood-shedding of Oie XatmY^oi ^^•^^'^ 



h am iiul jr tv* ftpadfc these words to their soniicerliftvi^a 
tchmnI not to etymologifial ni«>eti«» so much- ns to tiKiM- 
bMid CImffMterUties of the LeTkical U« whkh furvMcec 
impprlsliiithly in ever^ most faoMiiar recoIiectionofit,aiidifer 
wontdteem impoisible Any longer tadoiUK. The f&rgirenas* 
of tlnvin whi<ih we trust, is proved by \U ceremoiMiil f«4n^ 
•Imdnwiiifrs to eontaro in it *< a reconciliation of an of&ndiaci' 
God/ 80 Bishop Pearson says' again, *' and a 8atisfeetio& 
Qiitoftyiist Grod; itonntaineth a reoonciliation, as «ritho«iCk 
nHrfeh God cannot be conc< ived to remit; itcomprehendvtli. 
a WMisftction, as without which G>od was resolved not to \m 
rtponmledv" (Pearson, toI. i, p. 429). 

IhaToaot so f<ir troubleil the Court with any refexenoefr 
e gj^ osl toiy of the zxzxx Articles^ for, in the first plaee^.^. 
hove felt that the true intention of the expressions- eitM 
from 1^ Articles ii and xxxi is xeally so evident 
tint, although ingenuity may be wanted to obscure thci 
pUin and obyious sense of them, it can hardly be needed tor 
eBnetdaie it. Only let it be granted that Christianity, a«dt 
Gbrietian p^iraseology, have a history and a oourcer aa# 
only let tliat history be fairly consulted, and fir the rest 1^ 
£)r ene^ should have no anxiety. But if more is needed^l 
sa» content to- fall back on what the Desn of Cape Town, 
and the Archdeacon of Graham's Town have already said^ 
w supplying it. The Dean has, I contend, proved tliattlier 
doctrine of tlie Atonement, as involving the notitn of s»l^^ 
stiChtion- in tbe fullest and strictest sense, is not a novel 
dogma, but haa been part and parcel of Christianity from 
tW beginning. And I am abundantly satisfied wi h Ani^ 
dkacon Alerriman's argument on the preposition i^y/ier; urn 
ymil ar with his< citations fh)m the Homilies, Bishop Jewell^ 
avd Dttkn NodlU I will, therefore, refrain from taking u]^ 
tlie time of the Court by adducing further autliorities, witk 
only twa except i(>n6<- one a very high authority indeed^:. 
BiAop Peai*son*a Vindicisd- IgnatiansB^on thewoid anU^ 
ptgdu*8> £TI)e Archdeacon then read a long passage from 
Ih9 Vindie. Ignatian8B-(Cote/«rti Fatrei Apostoly yo\^ %. 
tg^ 4S1— 423),-^and commented on it at some lengtbt}' 
%h» other passage is from a very diffcrvnt source-^ 
Boliertson's6em»ins; wbicl|^ I need hurdly say I ad«luce, not 
astsnv authority for doctrine, but simply as confirming what 
flif^ve said befi>re ns to the source of the Bishop's teMotiingr 
Mbrmoitne will donbt Robertson's lendendes to have beea 
^ tfhe fireeBt Bort^ or puppoee \iV«n lo W\% \v%^ ^Xx^om^ 

€lmtiiJUMa» by tkm late S. W. BobuMA^ \M^\»c%^itev 
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page 410.) '' Now atonement or reconciliation consistt of 
two tbinga: 1. The recoaciliation of God to tlK| 
world;. 2. The reconciliation of the world to GodL 
We laj that God needed a reconciliation. On the other 
band, the Unirarian yiew is that God requires nothing 
fO' roconcile Him to tta, that He is reconciled alreadjm^ 
that the only thing requisite is to reconcile man to God.** 
Jt only remains that I should add a f^w words on just one 
other topic. If your Lordships will be at tlie trouble to 
torn to the Bishop's comments on Romans iii/24, par. 11^ 
and again on vi, 2, par. 176 (there are otlier slmiiiir places 
scattered through the book, but I refer to these as beings to 
the best of my belief, most favourable to the Bishop), it wtB 
be found that a certain propitiatory virtue is ascribed tooar 
Iiord*s death; and that other language is use 1 which, aparl 
from the context, sounds like an unsaying of some 
things that have been SHid before against the vicarioutneso 
of our Redeemer's sacrifice. In jusiice to myself, as well ae 
to the Bishop of Natal, I would respectfully urge the Cbort 
to Bestow—what I am sure it will be every way inclined C# 
bestow,,— the fullest consideration on these seeminglj 
counter passsges. My own conviction is that the Bis£i^ 
of Natal, like others of his school, begins to be inconsistent 
the moment he attempts to be constructive. Tiiere is not 
much doubt,~a moderately well-instructed theologian, at 
teaff, cannot have serious doubts, — as to what the Bishop 
of Natal would t^ike away. But hs soon as he attempts to 
comfort us by showing that he does not im>an to take away 
everything, it sometimes becomes uH but impossible ta 
fellow him. Such a word„ for instance, as ** propitiaiioaP* . 
cannot be got rid of in a Commentary on the Komiinfl^ 
■fmply because St. Paul himself uses it (chapter lii, v. S^ 
la like manner it were hopeless ta try to follow St. Paa(% 
language through the glorious 6th chapter of Romans, ao# 
not fall more or less, in spite of oneself, into the Church^ 
traditional phraseology on the saliject of the A^onement^ 
and the divine mysterious efficacy of our R-^eemer's deatk 
aad resurrection. But wlien the Bishop of Natal happen* 
to be pushed into using this language, it is generally so ao 
to pniduce chiefly this feeling, that he is doing violence to 
language,, and that he is hims^ill at ease. This ra.iy bo 
our fault more than hfs, and we should bow to the Court if 
(he fault were judicially pronounced lo b^ qxix%. ^>\\. tX 
pregeat, my LtmiB, I am persuaded tV\aXX\i^^\%>ci^V^^^^?^ 
nowhere umteaeheM what I must p\aXa\v caVV \\\^^w\s\\*xCvibb^ 
oft&emtotkbrpQwtioam o£ hit book. ^Yi\0\ n^ V«^ ^2a«»^ 
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against him as distinctly contradictory to the Articles and 
Commnnion Office. If be did, I should press fur a retrac- 
t4tion of the passages objected to. But I contend that his 
denial of the Uct that God is reconciled to us by the death 
of His Son, is a fundamental denial, and drags with it every 
true notion of propitiatory sacrifice. The denial of God's 
reconciliation to mankind in Christ is really a pregnant 
formula of a certain mode of unbelief, which, if admitted, 
€vacuat<;8 tlie Catliolic doctrine of the Atonement of all its 
deepest anri most precious meaning. And for that reason 
we could not have allowed it to pass unchallenged; and we 
urge it now as a denial, botli in letter and spirit, of the 
Articles and Formularies now cited by us. 

II. 

" Now, knowing — as all men conversant with theology do 
know — what fine-drawn and almost impalpable questions 
have arisen in the later ages of the Church out of the grave 
subject of justification, it maybe supposed, perhaps, that 
we are in danKcr under this schedule of entangling our- 
selves in a mere lo^omachv, which can never admit of being 
determined judicially. We havj no such design. We be- 
lieve there is no fuch danger, llie ground which we 
here take up a;rainst the Bishop of Natal lies for the 
inost part, if not altogether, outside the extremest limits 
of every recognized c.»r.troversy on justification. The 
Question now at stake is nut whether the believer is justi- 
fied before God, by grace infused and inherent, oi only by 
bis faith; or, supposing him to be justified by faith only, 
whether the "justifying faith" is to be understood in this 
sense or that. We conie bi:fore the Court with no dispute 
turning on distinctions between fides informis and fide» 
Jbrmata ; or between merttum de congruo and meritHm de coit" 
digno; or between attrition and contrition. We do not say 
that these are trivial questions, or that they are to be re* 
garded as other than akin to one of the most important 
topics that ever occupied the Church. But we say that the 
question now at staKe lies outside all these, and is briefly 
this,— whether a man may be pronounced to be "justified** 
who is in no sense a Christian ; who is still in every sense of 
the word a heathen— say a Brahmin, or some Fetisch wor- 
shipper on the banks of the Niger ; or some such miserable 
Bushman as we have read descriptions of, and for whose 
ItHmanitx one can hardly be said to Yia^e a^iy ^\^^^<fcVSfe 
Ikjrond the oacouth speech and the Yvaxx^axk twm «t«^« 
Tbe BiBbop of Ntital declares tbat ia ttieae, wi^ «a^. ^x\x«a. 
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are ''recipients of God's grace in the Gospel;" are '' par- 
takers of the blessings of righteousness, as they are of the 
fain from heaven and fruitful seasons" (par. 112); ''are 
counted as righteous creatures, though they may not know 
it, through the grace of God, bestowed upon the whole 
human race in His own dear Son, whom He has given to be 
their Head, and whose members they are " (par. 120); are 
''embraced in a yet more gracious covenant" (than waa 
Touchsafed, that is to say, to the Jews — namely, the Christian 
covenant) " as children of God in Christ Jesus" (par. 171); 
" and have all died unto sin, and risen again unto righteous- 
ness, in [their] very birth-hour, through the gracious gift of 
God, by that mysterious union with Christ our Head, which 
we all enjoy through the grace of our Heavenly Father, as 
members of the great human fiimily, and by virtue of 
which we are partakers of the death wliicli He died, and of 
the life which He now lives '* (par. 180). We do not under- 
take to define all that these words may mean; but this we 
aver, that if the terms Gift of righteousness— God's grace 
in the Gospel — death unto sin — new birth unto righteous- 
ness—mysterious union with Clirist— partakers in Christ's 
death, and sharers in His life — are still to be received as 
liaving anything like a settled and intelligible meaning, or 
as retaining any historical connection with the Christendom 
that has been— nay, I will say more, if they are not to be 
productive of the most utter moral confusion, ultimately 
fktal to all Christian truth, then, surely, the Bishop of 
Natal's use of them must be condemned as a violent per- 
version of theological language. And particularly we 
maintain that his language is wholly at variance with 
Articles xi, xviii, and xix, and other Formularies of the 
English Church. 

But before I enter on proofs, there are two points which 
I should wish to treat as prehmiiuury. S^irst — this is not 
properly and formally any question of the salvability of 
the heathen, or of insane persons, or of infants dying be- 
fore baptism. It must be acknowledged that these ques- 
tions have often been unwisely intermingled with the dis- 
cussion and exposition of the doctrine of Justification — hy 
no writer more, perhaps, than by the great Augustine. But 
God's probable methods of dealing with insane persons, or 
with the heathen, or with that large portion of the unbap- 
tSzed, generally, whose non-Tecept\oii ^i \>ev<^ «^^t^\&k»:^ 
deMrly involves no refusal of it, form no wtX» ^^. xXxfc^^JOw^r 
lie fMUb; and, therefore, nothing t\i«i\. «^X. -^^^^J'^T" vS^ 
^^bodjr eUe, may haye said abont t\i^m cm Y»\3tf\^x^^^«»»^ 



wmj, Christian as a Chrintinii. Such, valoed at their highest, 
arv merely human opiDionir—weU-fouiid^d or iH-fMinded; 
viseor unirfse, as it maj be— on poi^sibly lawfldl, bat not 
tfwaya saff, matters of opinion; on which, acvjrJingljr^ 
AiKrent minds hare speculated, as they will continue to 
mecnltte, with rarious degrees of freedom. Our whohr 
present contention is concerning the things which we bd- 
fieye to have been rerealed, not the things which God hat, 
tPB doubt not, purposely, and therefore wisely, hidden fhiiii 
WL Briefly be it said, once fur all, we stand here not aa 
ikrfng tu condemn any man, or any state or condition ol 
aMR; but as we dare not condemn whom we do not know 
God to have condemned, neStber dare we justify whom we 
liaye reason to beliere GU>d' has not justifled; And thte 
lakes us back to the point of our accusation, which is, not 
that the Bishop of Natal refuses to pronounce sentence on 
ttoae who hare never heard the Gospel, or to settle be£)re- 
land the ettmal condftiun of all infants dying unbaptized, 
•T of all lunatics and persons anyhow incapable of com- 
frehending the Gospel— for in aH this we have no quarrel 
with him at all; but this is the substance of our accusa- 
fion — that he deliberately and intentionally revises, and so 
Mvises as fundamentally to alter,, the fepms on which alone 
•alVation through Christ can, as we believe^ be tiuly offlsred 
ftv mankind; and represents justification, or the justifying 

£'ace of God, not as conditional on our humble and b^v* 
g acceptance of the Gospel, but as ensuing necessarily 
and universally on the fkct of our having been born into » 
ledeemed world. 

My second preliminary^ topic is the follbwing. Hie 
Bishop of Natal, if he were present, would certainly defencl 
Bimst If by asserting that his teaching does not overstep the 
Gatechium whire it puts into the mouth of all membera-of 
tfie Church a prefession of their Ikith. in the Saviour as tlie 
'^Kedeemer of all mankind.** If he belieyes in univeisal 
redimption, so do< we,, in the moiit literal sense. And if the 
ffishop of Nat^l had confi^ned himself to the use of such 
language on that sublect as might fairly have appeared to 
Bi%an nothing more than the doctrine of universal redemp- 
tfon, an<l not to be destructive of other doctrines ecLualty 
aecf s»ary and divine, and set forth in tlie Church's Articlea 
end Eormnlarie* with equal prominence, then we should 
liave found no fault, not e«en though his lanauagehad b«ea 
mnm/se Mnd unbaiAnced, But we are eonvVcxo^ und we 
0/aJt we can convince the C6nit» t\\»t IW ^%\iov ^ 'S'ftXA 
Mm^Jtoc written ai iie has wrltteaoa tbia is&4^:^^ ^^i^*^^^. 



catioa in a merely inexact or ignorant manner; that hia- 
tearliing exci-cds iiny du« trine of universal redemption re- 
cognized by the Firnmr«rie8 of tlie English Church; ttxrit' 
that tile extracts now cluirged agniiist him under tbii BeeoO^' 
SChedultt distinctly inculcate, and are meant lo iuculcate^fr 
dbctrine, net of universal redemption, but ofuniTertal juv- 
tifloation, such as tlie Articles and Formulariei which I anr 
gi>inir to ciie must be held to contradict and preclude. (The 
Arcriideacon here read Article xi.] 

The immediate scope of tliis Article is to establish — flrsll^ 
thagroun'is,nnd second, the means or conditlonB,ofjiistrficar- 
tion. It declares the meritorious ground of oar Justificatioir 
to be only the niLrits of our Lord and Sayiuur Jesus Christ; 
Only for His *• met it " are we " accounted righteous " befbrtt. 
6ud. From this flows a st^quel,— that the means wherefirf 
wearejustifitdisfiiith, and fnith only. The exact siritBr 
that ouglit to be attached to the expression ** by faith only** 
has been to some extent matter of controrersy. Ii iflrwelt 
known that^ Luther now and then used language on ttnr 
sobject of justification which may not hii^e bten so i»> 
tendetl, but w hit-h^ to say tlie least, certainly sa roars oT 
hostility to the doctrine of the necessity of good woribi; 
And more than thut, he occasionally expresses himself, 
onder the swing of his intense antagonism to certain op* 
posite extremes of opinion, as though the faith of thaf 
believer had a certain; justifying virtue or efficacy of its 
own, as though it were a man's own faith that juaiifleJ him. . 
It ii. equally wt-lli known tliat the moderate Lutherans^ 
headed by Buccr and Mel'incthon, disapprond tiiis Tbhe- 
mence and one^idedness of expression, and held scronglr 
aod clearly th ^t a nmn-a fiitli, as di«tioguished from lug 
works, could not possibly in itself have any more virtoff 
than works m<ght have; and that I he sole meritorious caosr 
of justification was the death and passion of our Saviour 
Christ, to which tlie f.>ith of the person justified' 
stood related simply as a living '' trust, or fiduciary appre- 
henfion." In exact harm iny with these' opinions is the 
teaching of our Homily on " the salvation of man*- 
kinii by only Christ our Saviour," which is without4ottbt,. 
I suppo'e— all three pares of it — that portion of the 
Ist BiK)k of Homilies to which Article xi expressly reS&nu^ 
Calvin, and the bulk of his followers, may bs^ sakh 
generally to have ci«ncurretl in this la.u%u\%e^\ ^^^>kV^^Q«&L 
differtnceain the mode in which vVveavi<iv^vi\«oX»'wS.vkx\3D«!t% 
exprtfsed tiieniselves at diffcretit v\nv«a \»t\t\4 V^^-'^^JV 
nifU T Mbl e Buuik mure toihe j^Bit^«i^^V* ^jioAM^^ tstvaiK '^wiitwj 
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tliey happened at the moment to be combating, and their 
own varying circumstances and position, than to any radical 
▼ariation of belief among themselves. But the point to be 
noticed is this,— that, with the fullest allowance for all these 
differences, it is made perfectly certain by the Homilies, and 
by all that we know besides of the writings of the Reforma- 
^n period, that the ** faith" which the reformed doctrine 
80 prominently connected with justification is never em- 
ployed as a bare synonym for our Lord's redemptive work. 
JNo doubt. Article xi, interpreted b^ the Homilies, does 
bring out into the very fullest objectivity possible the 
reality and the perfectness of our Bedeemer's work, espe- 
cially as constituting the sole source and ground of all merit. 
Ko doubt, too, it negatives, as far as possible, all notion of 
meritoriousness in man, as derived not only from his works, 
but from anything that roan can do, think, or feel, — all acts 
and states of belief included; but still — and equally with- 
«ont doubt— the term ** faith*' in that Article has a subjective 
significance. What Christ did, that it makes the sole 
groundwork of justification. Our simple, honest, believing 
acceptance of what Christ did, be it never so unworthy iu 
itself, that it makes the condition upon which Christ's work 
IS applied to us to our justification. Article xi, and the 
Homily quoted by it, may not go directly to the point in 
dispute; because no such teaching as the Bishop of Natal's 
was then in our Reformers' front. But unless the expres- 
sion ''by faith only" be construed to exclude all exercise of 
Aiith, or trust, or fiduciary grasp of the redemption wrought 
by Christ as a necessary condition of our being justified,— 
4ind such a construction is forbidden by the rest of the 
Prayer-book, bv the Homilies, and by everything we know 
of the external history of doctrine, — then it would seem 
undeniable that Article xi contradicts and shuts out the 
doctrine of the Bishop of NataL [Dean Noell's Catechism, 
page 57, was here quoted for a definition of faith. Fides 
■€8t eerta cognitio, ^c] 

But when to Article xi are added Articles xviii 
and XIX, what was certain before seems made more cer* 
tain. In the first place, what is the scope of Article 
JEVUI? Its title is, *' Of obtaining eternal salvation only 
\)j the name of Christ." Its Latin title is slightly differ- 
ent, but certainly not less expressive — " De speranda fBtema 
salute tantum in nomine Christi,** When we come to the 
matter of it, we And that, at Bishop Bevmd^^ oX^^^t^i^, ^1 
aUtbexxxix ilrtic/es-— unless Article xvi\)e «\%o ».v*^^s^ 
' exception^it is the one solitary Atlicle w\uc\i ^iOiwt.»ia» ••^ 
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express anathema. " They also are to be had accursed that 
presume to say,*' &c. ** Sunt et illl anatJiematizandi qui 
dicere audent,'' &c. This peculiarity, whatever may be 
thought of it in other respects, assuredly would not seem 
to imply that Article xviii is the assertion of mere truisms;, 
or that its doctrine appeared to those who framed 
it to be of secondary importance. But what are the 
doctrinal positions to which this anathema is pre- 
fixed? First, it is denied that every man shall be saved by 
the law or sect which he professeth, so that he be diligent 
to frame his life according to that law and the light of 
nature; secondly, in the way of a reason for what has just 
been laid down, it is asserted that only the name of Jesus 
Christ is set out to us in Holy Scripture whereby men must 
be saved. Now against what erroneous opinion do we sup- 
pose this Article to be levelled? Two distinct opinions— 
and two only — are conceivable, either of which it would 
directly hit. One of them, the opinion that the Brahmin 
may be saved by his Brahminism, the Buddhist by his 
Buddhism, the Mahometan by his Mahometanism— nay,, 
the Devi I- worshipper of Southern India by his Devil- 
wprship, anybody in the world by any belief or misbelief 
whatsoever ,~ always supposing the discipleship to be 
gennine and consistent, — without any reference to, or de- 
pendence on, Christ. This opinion obviously make Chris- 
tianity not one whit more effectual to salvation than Ma- 
hometanism, or Confucianism, or any other religious belief;, 
or than sincere, hearty infidelity, so far as infidelity can be 
hearty and sincere. We may, therefore, dismiss it fron^ 
consideration as one that could not have been present to* 
the minds of men engaged in framing Articles of Beligion, 
the basis of which is the Holy Scriptures and the Creeds, 
and the object of which is to prevent " diversities of opin- 
ions, and for th^ establishing of consent touching true 
religion/'— in otiier words, to prevent '^ diversities of opin- 
ions" among men, and tliose chiefly clergymen, who already 
on the main fact and claims of Christianity must be pre- 
sumed to be agreed. The only other false opinion against 
which Article xviii can be conceived to have been directed 
is the following: That the consistent Brahmin, the con- 
sistent Buddhist, the consistent Mahometan,— and why 
not go on?~the consistent Devil- worshipper, and even the 
consistent infidel, may each rely oiioblwavTi^^'^N^JGsscL^ssii 
the ground that his strict ad\\e»\oi\ \o, wv^ ^^x^'koX ^^|^ 
ranee of, what he believes, or even,\ii\Vv^<i«^*^^^^^*'^=^°^^^^ 
bU rejection o£ what he diibeUeYe»,V>\>^ TkWjft«»««l ^^ ^"^^^ 
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•Htcm, wfllbe srtBcient to secure it This r^pinion Is comp«HUe 
«Htli a certain sort of beli^r that sHlTHtion is uKimat^lljr 
attainable only through the merits of ChriFt, by a siipposed 
•extension of the principle upon which the U-gA 8.-icriifict;8 of 
the Je«^s all derived their efficacy from the4^reat e«piHitoa 
then fbture; but jour Lordships will obgerve it nialces the 
-consciuus acceptance and profe<*sion of Ciiristianity to 
Inb iunntcessAry. If Article xviii hits this last ophiion^ — 
at it certxinly seems to hit it full and fair,— then it 
condemns the doctrine of the Bishop of Natal. It may, it 
is true, be argued in reply th^t ail the Articles, Article xvxn 
included, are to be received as defininir the i)eMef that 
tbould bind Christians in reference to themsiives, after tlie 
knowledge of the truth hHS been received; that Article 
xvui, for instance, is not meant to enciurage Christians 
to condemn everlastingly the wliule heathen wtirld, past and 
vpresentj but merely helps to fix the limits of that << jiarroir 
way^ which can alone conduct to etjerhistinu life those to 
whom the Gospel has been futly presented. And I, for one, 
thould be distressed to think that there was no tru'h in that 
argument; although in the face of the Uedeeiner*s urgent 
command to proclaim Him to hU nations, ii would be mar- 
Tellnus if the intention of Article xviii whs absolutely 
confined to those who are already Chri»iia>i8; if it supplied 
410 reason for continuing to go forth still, hs the Apostle*, 
me know, went forth of old time, to prcacli Ch-ist to those 
who know Him not, even though the renuitciation uf-&rher 
and mother, and brothers Hud bisters, and all that as 
belonging to this life we hold to be sweeiist, wereunaToid- 
ably involved in our doin^ so. But let it be granted that 
Article xviii implies no smtence of condtmnation on 
any to whom Clhrist has never been revealed; and, in 
i(h-rt, was not directly nieant to invite any p«»6iiive opinion 
about them. What is the inference? 1a it to be inferred 
that we may, theref*re, consider the whole heatlteu 
^orld to be already **ju>tifi d?" Suppt)6e we take the 
•Qospel message to any heathen petjple for the first 
time in their history, with this Article to \guide 
««, how shonld we address them in the very act 
cf publishing the Gospel to them? We must, if we would 
^llow this Article, di elate to them thiit their salvation, 
from beginning to end, is coirtingeiit on their acceptance of 
^ S//e Gonpel; liint the ofier of the Gu«\el is iiu offer of 
^JtustWttuiioiJ — of ftirgiveness of 8'\n% vh«\., hwA o^ \\CTviUT wv\^ 
SifceptMitce with GtMi^^mHi^*: lo Ibew oi\ vwxAWa^h «d t^- 
pmtsiaco and faith on lh«ir part, "from ^^YivmVl ^fc^Jrt^IvA-j 
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folknrfl that they are nottdreadjr in a ftate of futowt «bA 
«coeptance; or, in other wonls, that they are nnt already 
jattifit^d,— what the Bishop of Natal any tliey already an^ 
in virtue of their very birih into the world, f Here reference 
vat made to Bishop Pearson's Minor Tiieolo^lcia Wofk% 
Tolome i, page 418, Ac] 

In his treatment of Article XYin, Professor Browne mfltkes 
frequent reference to the Church, inasmuch as nnioa 
wi I h tlifi Church, participation in Ihe gifts of the Hdly 
Spirit, and saving faith in Christ, are ordinarily, aecordii^ 
to the original terms of divine revelation, in some sort iH 
the nature of equivalents, involving and depending /apoB 
one anotlier. For redemption and sanctiflcation are con- 
AtHUtly exhibited in the Christ! n system as practically 
inseparable, and, as Neander truly reminds us (History jt 
Christian Dogmas, page 216), have been ever held to be ao. 
;Bot the Ht>ly Ghost is the sanctifier, and the Ciiurdh itf 
Christ, including the ministry of the Word and Sacramentq, 
and all that we commonly under^^tand by the means itf 
^race, is the divine instrumentality whereby ttie Ho^ 
Ohost sanctifies. In this sense it is plain that the early 
fathers roust be understood^ wlien thiy speak — as they 
Dften do — of salvation not being obtainable otherwise Hum. 
through the Church. Take, for instance, Origen's wordi^ 
as quoted by Pru&ssor Browne,-"*Acfino seipsum decipdutj 
txtrm lione domMm, id est extra ecdeaiam, nemo ttahm^ 
/iir,— where Origin does not apeak exclusively of Che 
^Afiican obeditnce," still less of the <*Koman obe- 
dience/* but of the whole collective visible Church itf 
Christ, so far as it may correspond to the ori^iinal institu- 
Aiun ik its Heavenly Founder, as the one divine econuaiy 
and instrument whereby it is Qod's will that the benefits ciP 
Christ's redemptive work should be applied to mankind, and 
the members of Christ be nourished and built up nnto ever- 
lasting life. For this reason, besi<4es Article xviu, «q 
have quoted Article .zix, the Aposiles' and Nicene Creedji^ 
the Te Deum Laudamus, the 3rd Collect for Good Friday^ tlie 
C«>llect for All Saints' Day, the three Baptismal Offices,«the 
40rder of the Administraiii>n of the Lord's Snpper, and the 
Catechism. « For, as Hooker says <Bouk t, Ixviii — 6^, ^ The 

erivilege of the visible Church of God . . . . is to lie 
erean like the Ark of Noah, that, for anything we ktio« ta 
.the contrary, all without it axe \v>at aVv^^v-^ ^'^ «A'\Sksic»sjiifc 
JPeap§onj in Jjis exposition of iVve ^v\\ Ktvvk^'i vA. ^^^^'Jf^ 
ileg' Creeds*' The neeesut y «f lafeWe^Vm^ \\i^ "©^ '^^l ^^"^^^ 
Cbofch, apptareth flret in tlkVa, V\i«* C\uV«X\>aX>!>^ %.^v*a»« 



it as the only y/Aj unto eternal life. We read at the firsts 
that the Lord added to the Church daily such as should he 
saved ; and what was then daily done hath heen done since 
continually. Christ never appointed two ways to Heaven, 
nor did He build a Church to save some, and make another 
institution for other men's salvation. There is no other 
name under heaven given among men whereby we must be 
saved, but the name of Jesus, and that name is no other- 
wise given under Heaven than in the Church. As none 
were saved from the deluge but such as were within the 
Ark of Noah, framed for their reception by the command of 
God ; as none of the first-born of £gy pt lived, but such as wer6 
within those habitations, whose door-posts were sprinkled 
with blood by the api>ointment of God for their preser- 
vation; as none of the inbabltAnts of Jericho could escape 
the fire or sword, but such as were within the house of 
Bahab, for whose protection a covenant was made : so none 
shall ever escape the eternal wrath of God which belong 
not to the Church of God " (an expression, it may be ob- 
served by the way, which needs not be understood as ex- 
tending one hair*s breadth beyond the true sense of 
Article xviii, whatever that sense may be). " This is the 
congregation of those persons here on earth which Shall 
hereafter meet in lieaven. These are the vessels of the 
tabernacle carried up and down, at last to be translated into 
and fixed in the temple " (Vol. i, pp. 410-11). I make these 
quotations not as directly against the Bishop of Natal, for, 
of course, he is not legally bound by Hooker, or Pearson, or 
by the mere fame and repute of any writer ; but in order to 
j>resent in as concise and weighty a form as I could the 
sum total of the argument furnished by the various Formu- 
laries, &c., which I have already mentioned, and which I 
will now proceed to read. [The Archdeacon then com- 
meuted briefly on — 1. The Creeds, with especial regard to 
the structure and sequence of Articles. 2. The Te Devm 
Laudamus, and Collects, 3rd for Good Friday and AW Saints. 
3. The Baptismal Offices. 4. Order of Administration. 
5. The Catechism.] 

. He then proceeded: To recapitulate- What is it that we 
allege against the Bishop of Natal under this schedule ? 
I will first repeat what we do not charge against him. 
We make no complaint of the doctrine of universal redemp- 
tion, for, as far as I know, we all hold it as firmly and un- 
gaaJWedljr as it is poMibh to bold \t. The %lxotL^«t 
opJaioa which I know of on the subject of >in\vwa«\T%^^TK^- 
tfoa,^Ido not except the Bishop of NataVa op\nioTi,Vi^<5»»a^> 
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though it includes a doctrioe of univeraal redemptkxa, 
oar argument is that it exceeds the limits of any doctriiitt 
of nnirersal redemption fairly entitled to the name, and 
necessarily invades otiier doctrines which are seconl'in 
importance to none— the yery strongest opinion, then, that I 
know of as held hy any writer of mark on the subject ot 
universal redemption is to be found in Dr. Barrow^ fottt 
sermons, expressly on that subject, from I Timothy iv, 10* 
But the gist of those four sermons, unless I much mistake 
them, is quite unequivocal in all its bearings, and, if 
carefully considered, will be found to aSbrd no sanction to 
the language used by the Bishop of Natal. The object ef 
those sermons is clearly set forth in the following passage 
ftom the earlier part of the first of the four (Sermon xxxix).- 
** That our Lord Jesus is the Saviour of all men; "r tliat the 
most signal of His saving performances do in their nature 
and their design respect all men> as meant for, as condu- 
cing and tending to all men's salvation, ye», and as in 
their own natnre (supposing men's due and possible 
concurrence with them) effectually productive of their 
salvation; that I say this ancient catholick point of 
doctrine (tlie which we profess to believe, when, with the 
Ohurch, we say in the Nicene Creed — ' who for us men, and 
for our salvation, came dowr^ from Heaven,' and the which 
particularly our Church in^ its Catechism, in the ministra- 
tion of baptism, and in th'^ communion, doih mosi evidently 
and expressly declare itself to embrace) is very true, 
many full and clear te jtimonies of Scripture do shew, many 
reasons grounded o* j ' gcripture do prove; the which we 
shall first touch, ^^Qd then farther both illustrate and 
enforce the truth ^y declaring upon what accompta, or in 
what respects, o* ^j Lord is the Saviour of all met^ as also 
by an applicat' ^^^ to practice, declarative of its useftilness 
and subservie ^^^y to the purposes of piety." Nor does this 
ivstematic V /jiter, so far as I know, ever deviate ihroughont 
these sern- ^Qjjg ff om the object which he here proposes t- 
himself, t namely, to elucidate and prove that, m respects on.- 
Saviour' ^ ^or\i for ** us men," all men without distinctior 
^*^® an equal right in Him ; and again and again li^ 
jc™' iids us as he proceeds, by the strong sentences whicii 
"® every now and then inserts concerning the conditionality 
®^.. our actual salvation, that noth\u% ^s^^ ixw\X\«t \\wsv\v>^ 
Oioughts than to teach that t\^e coti^dwx^ ^eo^^^Xas.^^ ^^^ 
-walvation freely offered in CYitisX. ^%.* tiox. ^^^^^T^^^:>^^ 
juBmcation, forgiveness of aiua, wv^ ^^5^'^^C^>i'^ 
Chriat At the beginiiix^ of the «wJt^V^ ^^^^^^"^ ^ 
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h«ye this passapo : [" In general, ve may aay that our 
Lord is the Saviour of all men, for that He hath rendered 
tjXi men salvabiles, capable of saWatiou ; and saloondos^ 
designed to salyation. For that He hath removed all 
ol^stades peremptorilj debarring men from access to salva- 
tion, and hath procured competent furtherancea to their 
attainment of it. Fur that he hath rescued mankind out 
of that dead and desperate condition wherein it lay in- 
volved; being the Bread of God, who hath descended from 
heaven, that He might give life to the world, aa He aaith of 
Himself. For that He hath performed whatever on Hia 
part is necessary nr fit in order to salvation, antecedently 
to the acceptance and compliance with those reasonable 
^sonditions, which by God's wi»dom are required towards 
the instating men into a fhll and immediate right to salva- 
tion, or to a complete and actual fruition thereol" JSome 
single sentences may be found in these sermons, which, 
%'iewed sipart from their connection with the rest, may seem 
at first sight to exceed the measured statenient wtiich I 
have just read ; but I contend that that passage is a per- 
fectly fair and correct digest of all the four sermons in 
4iuestion ; and that that passage does not teaoh what the 
passages objected to by us l>om the Bishop of NataPs book 
were intended to teach. Even if Dr. Barrow had taught 
what the Bishop of Natal tea.'ihes, — he would never then, 
my Lords, have been the Dr. BVurrow who is so well known 
tofame!~but even if a perfect coin^'^.ldence of opinion between 
him and the Bishop of Nat)«l coulJ be proved, even then, 
I submit, the Bishop might not ti'^erefore be excused a 
direct infringement of the Articles, supposing such infringe- 
ment to be independently established. But what we main- 
tain is this, thdt the Bishop of Natal ex.'seeds any doctrine 
of universal redemption in Christ as fairl.v deducible from 
the formularies and symbols of the Churcl/ ; and that he 
distinctly impugns Article xi, and other ^Vticles which 
uniformly and consistently represent the appTopriation of 
Ood*s mercy in Jesus Christ, reception into th'e Christian 
covenant, and the gift of the Holy Spirit, to be cv^xiditionsl, 
«o far as God has revealed His will, and so far as y^e know, 
4)n repentance and faith ; and which cotmect the rei mission 
of sins, not with our natural birth into the world, bUk^ with 
our reception into Christ's household, the Church, by »Holy 
imptism, and a life of Christian obedience as consequi^t 
thereupoo. How God of His boundless metcy \tiB\^ ^t>». 
majr be deaJiog with ihe heathen, the Axllctea aiA¥otnixx- 
JsrJea nowhere expressly eay ; altbougVi aW s^rt it^^ x.<i 
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speculate in hamble submission to what has been revealed 
»ad do well to £)8ter large and longing hopes. The sentence 
of Divine condemnation is already recorded against none 
but such as refuse the Gospel, whoever these niay be, 
baptised or unbaptised. Bnt neither can justification unto 
everlasting life, according to our Formularies, be said to be 
bestowed on any but such as accept the Guspd, as we hold 
that all do who so receive duly administered baptism as not, by 
their own active impenitence and unbelief, to put a fatal bar 
in the way of the efficacy of that sacrament. All others 
we are taught fervently to pray for, in order that being 
already salvahUes and salvandi, they may, through being 
** added to the Church," be saved, satoijiant; may be thereby 
placed in the way of salvation, and may therein abide. 

To sum this argument up,~we deny that Christ is the 
covenanted Head of the whole human race la such a sense 
as that all men alike, unconditionally, in virtue of their 
birth into the world, without any concurrence of the human 
subject, ought to be spoken of, or, consistently witli our 
Formularies, can be spoken of as embraced within the 
Christian covenant, as members of Christ, and as children 
of God in Christ Jesus; and that the difference between the 
Christian man and the heathen consists in nothing else 
than this — that the one has been made conscious, but that 
the other still remains unconscious, of one common and 
identical relationship in which they both alike alrea^ 
stand. We maintain that Christ is the covenanted Head ^ 
over all things to His Churchy to *'the very members 
incorporate of His mystical Body,*' who have been ingrafted 
into Him, not by natural generation, but by regeneration, 
and by grace, being ** born of water and of the Spirit," on 
. condition of true repentance and lively faith; and groMrin|r 
' into Him day by day through the heavenly nourishmenc 
snpernaturally ministered unto them as God's elect. We 
contend for these as being the original, and, we say, the 
unchangeable, terms of the Christian covenant, as our 
Church has accepted them through all the intervening ages 
from the Clmrch of the Apostles; and we protest against 
all human alteration and revision of them. The ubiqui^ 
of God's presence is a most necessary doctrine. But there 
is a mode of asserting the Divine ubiquity Nq\\\OcL yi^ 
Pantheism^ and makes God, as faitMu\3eN«a&tv^C^\vTv»\\«.x\% 
haveerer believed in God, to be novrbete. A.w\ TS\ft%\. Vs.^ 
HIa that all mankind haveamostTea\u^t^T^ax.Vcio\w"Sj»^^\ 
ascended aod glorified humaxiUy. But iVw^x^V^^-^^V^^^^ 
cfcoateodiag for that our common \n\ete^X. \ti o>xt ^ v^assv*. 
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through His finished work of redemption, ^hich practically 
tnrntf Christ out of His own CJhurch ; which degrades grace 
battk again into natnre; and which, affecting to sublimate 
and supernataralizeeTer/thing, red aces the glorious doctrine 
of •our Lord's presence with His faithful people by His 
Spirit and in His ordinances, to a thin, vapid, worthless 
sentitnentalism, with just dash enough of orthodoxy in it 
to deceive the ignorant and unwary. This, we think, the 
Bishop of Natal certainly does by the teaching now objected 
to^ contradicting, while ho does so, the Arlides and Formu- 
laries which we have quoted against him. 

in. 

But the peculiarity of the Bishop of NataPs general 
teaching on the subject of the unirersal incorporation of 
mankind into Christ is brought into still fuller relief by 
his doctrine on the sacraments, which forms the subject of 
our charge under the 3rd schedule. [Parts of section 180 
were then read.] 

This, is very unequivocal teaching. At first glance, we 
are struck with the importance seemingly given to objec- 
tive truth. But when we examine the Bishop's assertions, 
whtit do they amount to? The 'Mnward and spiritual 
grace given unto us," according to the Catechism, in holy 
baptism, is announced to be an inward and spiritual grace 
really given to us in our birth hour, and only for the first time 
formaUy declared to be ours when we were baptized. In 
other words, "the inward and spiritual grace" of the 
sacrament of holy baptism, viz., "a death unto sin, and 
anew birth unto righteousness," is said to be already 
sharM-^not yet in alt eases fully enjoyed, but really and 
truly shared—by every member of the whole haman family, 
as being a member of the human family. The Bishop 
proceeds to illustrate what he says of l)aptism by some 
equally remarkable teaching on the Lord's Supper. " The 
inward part" of the Lord's Supper, "or thing signified" 
under the elements of bread and wine, is said to be the 
Body and Blood of Christ. But the Body and Blood of 
Christ how partaken of? We arrive at the answer to this 
question by asking another. Who are the partakers ? 
^^jUI the human race, at all times, and everywhere, whether 
tbejrfeed upon it by living faith or not,w\iei\\w xVv^y tnow 
tbepredouB gift of God's grace or not, wYiet\\« tXx^^ Vwae.^ 
^mreg&rdh.*' 
^f^tthe teaching of the Church on tbaa wx\!S^^v«^Vfc 
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as explicit as the teaching of the Bishop of Katal. Ami. 
^e undertake to showthat it is as follows : 

1. That the sacraments, i'.e., the Sacraments actually fe- 
oeiyed and partaken of, are " generally neceaaary to salm- 
tion." 

2. That the outward and yisihle sign io both sacraments 
is a pledge to assure us, not>merely ^'of an inward «ii4 
spiritual grace ffiyen unto us/* but of an inward aiid 
spiritual grace so giren to u« as that the satr^ment is tbe 
ordinary means whereby that same inwar^" and splritaal 
grace is conyeyed. 

3. That there is no. true and prol^cable reception «f . 
sacramental grace without faith ; for that the remissioo of 
sins bestowed through holy baptism on infants may be, 
and surely will be, cancelled by subsequent persistent rtfbsal 
on tbe part of the baptized to repent and belieye. And 
contending that this is the plain teaching of the Churobp 
we cannot but contend that it is impugned by the Bishop 
of Natal. 

1. The sacraments are generally necessary to saWatioa. 
This, I contend, is proyed, drst of all indirectly, by tlie 
effects attributed to the sacraments. Ordinances whiclii 
** be certain sure witnesses, and efftKStual signs of grace aq4 
God's good-will towards us, by the which He doth wo^ 
inyisibly in us " (Article xxy), must be generally necet- 
sary to salvation. Articles xxyii and xxyiii ; ifm 
Kicene Creed expressly, and Article x of the Apostleiif 
Creed impliedly ; the Baptismal Offices again and again, as ia 
tbe opening Cullects; the Communion Office, and the Cburdt 
Catechism; all re-echo the language of Article xxT, 
attributing to both the sacraments certain effects, which, 
if believed to be properly and rightly attributed to theiB, 
can leave no. doubt on any fair mind that the ftamers.aod 
oompilers of those Articles and FormuUries must have 
judged the sscraments to be generally necessary to salya- 
tion. But the exhortation io the Office of Adult Baptiaqs 
"distinctly recognizes the ''great necessity of the sacrament^ 
where it may be had;'* and the Church Catechism in term 
distinguishes Baptism and the Lord's Supper from all other 
ordinance or sacramental rites, as being, what these tat 
not, *' generally necessary to salyation." I suppose I need 
not detain the Court by going into any argument to proi^ 
what the word ''generally" there Yn««u%% ^9cAX\\.tfi»9^Mk 
B^ "moatly," or " for the most pa.tt;' Wt "' wiWi»«7|^gt 
BHp€r$oa9 Alike, without dlstinctVou ol iftx» «t «X*N» ^^^"J^ 
or any penoD&l oonsiderations, or pecvXvwJ^^* ^^ c^T^as* 



182 

stances *^ always supposing the one allowance already 
mioted from one of tbe Baptismal Offices, viz., ** where it " 
(the sserament, be it Baptism, or the Supper of the Lord) 
''may be had.** On this head, if any reference were needed, 
Kshould refer to Bishop Beveridge, yoI. yiii, p. 110; and Dr. 
Miirs Catechetical Lectures, zl?ii. Now the bishop of 
Natal must be held to deny the necessity to salration of the 
sacraments, whole and entire as Christ instituted them, in- 
asmuch us he teaches that every human being becomes 
beforehand a partaker of the *' inward and spiritual grace " 
of both sacraments by being bom into the world ; that 
every word which our Artie es and Formularies would 
warrant us in using of any one who had duly partaken of 
the sacraments is equally applicable to every human being 
that ever was bom, or ever shall be born, into the world, 
without exception, so far as concerns the reality of his 
participation in the inward grace. No one would presume 
ta say that God is bound down by the institution of the 
■acraments never to impart otherwise than by means of 
the sacraments the grace which those sacraments were 
apecialljr ordained to convey. I know of no writer who has 
ever maintained any such proposition. But assuredly the 
sacrament of Baptism, deprived of the outward and visible 
sign, is the sacrament of Baptism no longer. Take away 
Cbe bread and wine, and the words of institution from the 
Eucharist, and then what the Articles and Catechism 
mean by the ''sacrament of tho Lord's »upper" hat 
in like manner ceased to be. It is concerning the 
skcraments, not concerning parts of them, that the 
Catechism, in perfect harmony with the Articles, the 
Greeds, and the Baptisnal and Communion Offices, declares 
chat they are "generally necessary to salvation.'' No 
sophistry can get rid of this awicward simplicity of teach- 
ing. There are scarcely any limits to the dever tricks that 
may be played with language. But it wou'.d seem impos- 
sible to deny that here the Bishop of Natal intends to teach 
one thing and the Church another. 

8. But the Bishop of Natal and the Church of England 
are not less at variance with each other as to the nature 
of a sacrament. Article xxy declares of the sacra- 
ments that, besides being " certain sure witnesses,*' they 
are also ** effectual signs of grace " (efficacia signa gratia:). 
The word efficacia is farther explained by the words imme- 
diuieij^ fohowing, per qiuB invisibititer Ipse (J)eu8) in aoa 
ijpera/ur. In Aracle xxni, I would draw v^t\.\cK:2Ax 
^^neat/on to $be wordM, *' whereby, as by an \MU\an«siA'*— 



183 

per guodf Utngmam per tnstrumentum. Clearly the sucramenl 
is here spoken of as of the nature of an instrameat; but 
<* instmmentHl " to what? The Article does not leave us ia 
doubt; the grafting us into the Church, the visibly signing 
and sealing to us the promises of forgiveness of sin, and of 
our adoption, &c., &c. Article xxviii defines the Lord's 
Supper to be ** not only a sign of the love that Chrisr 
tians oof^t to have among themselves one to another, 
but rather a sacrament of our redemption by Christ's death; 
insomuch that to sucii as rightly, worthily, and with faith 
receive the same, the broad which we break is a partaking 
of the Body of Christ, and, likewise, the cup of blessing 
is a partaking of the Blood of Christ." Next after tho 
Articles, I cite theNicene Creed: ** I Itelieve in one baptism 
for the remission of sins." And here I would direct your 
Lordships' attention particularly to Bishop Pearson's Ex-* 
position of the 10th Artlcli of the Apostles* Creed,— botli 
the Exposition itself, and the N«>tes upon it. In vol. ii^ 
p. 304, your Lordships will find a quotation from Socinus 
de Baptismo, cap. 7, beginning Vel tiapUsnw Hit, and ending 
with quandam intettexit. The Latin is rery crabbed; but 
I think the following is a correct tran«lation of it: 
*^ Either Peter attributed the remission of bins not at all, 
to mere baptism, that is to say, a sol muly-perforroed 
ablution, but the whole of it (remission of sins) to peni* 
tence: or else, if he made any account of bnptism in respeca. 
of the remission of sins, he either regarded it only so far 
as it involves a public profession of the name of Jesiuf, 
Christ; or if he meant to put any value on the outward 
washing in addition, in respect of what nominally belongs 
to it as connected with the remission of sins, he understood 
not the remission of sins itself, but a declaration, and » 
certain signing and sealing (pbeignationem quondam) of 
remission." 

Thus did Socinus, ** doubting and fluctuating Socinus," 
as Bishop Pearson calls him, trifle with the great subject of 
baptism. And Bishop Pearson's treatment of Article x 
inelndes a masterly and complete answer to him, prov- 
ing that ''remission of sins" is promised at first by — 
i,e., by means of— the laver of regeneration (vol. i, p. 436). 
And, indeed, the very position of Arvide x, following^ 
as it does, the profession of our faith in the Holy Catholic 
Cbureh, itself witnesses to everyone who l\«ka «x\.^xA^ v> 
the ftracfore of the Creeds, that lYi» CVvxvcXvA^^'^vSciXtfJcf 
bMptiam beloDg§ as the initiiUory tlveoi V^\xt\%\:\»»:\\J5,*v^^^ 
sole diriDd/'Ordnined instrumeatsAity ^XxeViVf \>afe^^*^- 



tad application of.onr Lord'a redemptive work to each 
Individaal believer is to be secured; and that baptism, 
aUbough incontestabl J an obgignatio gueedam, is not a nign- 
iog and sealing of actnul forgiveness of sins already foUy 
bestowed as a consequence of penitence, or of anjpthing 
else, and going before baptism, bat is the instrumeuium per 
fptod the remission of sins is ordinarily conveyed. 

[The Arcbde: con then commented on the Office for Hdy 
Covnmnnion, on the Baptismal Offices, the Catechism, and 
the Collect immediately preceding Confirmation in the 
Confirmation bervioe, and contended that they were in 
perfect harmony with the Articles and the Creeds, being all 
bsed on t!ie same doctrine of the Sacraments, and all 
repeating it n^ore or less directly. He then went on.] 

It woiUd seem quite undeniable, then, that ourChnreh 
has a doctrine on the natnre of tlie dacraments. That thU 
doctrine leaves room for what are called open questions, 
none need dispute. But because the Church has not 
anticipated every question that mi^ht ever arise about the 
•acraments, none will allege that nothing has been defined; 
or that what it has been intended to define has been 
Caressed so very infelioitously as not to be intelligible to 
most that may choose to understand. But the truth is 
that the doctrine of the Church of England on the sacra- 
ments is in some leading particulars as clearly defined, per- 
luips, as it was possible that by means of human language 
any doctrine involving a spiritual and transcendant mys- 
tery should be defined. What are these particulars? The 
parts of our Articles and other Formularies just quoted 
irould appear decisive on the following points : 1. Not that 
all communication of divine grace and spiritual life and 
sustenance is tied to the sacraments ; no such thing : but 
that eacli of the sacraments consists of a certain divinely 
instituted outward and visible sign, so tied up by Christ's 
express appointmeiit with a certain special inward grace 
necessary for all men, that by means of the one, the other 
k ordinarily conveyed* and that the sacrament consists in 
this divine conjunctioa. 2. That the spedal grace of holy 
Imptism duly received is remission of all sins past, and 
actual incorporation into Giirist, the covenanted head of 
the Churcli, by true and living union with film. That the 
spiritual benefit of the Lord's Supper is the strengthening 
and refireshing of the souls of the faithful unto eternal lift by 
fAe Body and Blood of Christ, partaken oi v^ftet a bauvanly 
^ad gpiritval niAuner, but still moat rea\\]j ^w\a>t«ix 
nC Sa snd kr raetkOB a£ the hd^ aacramwat* ^S^«»^ ^i^ 



Church meftn this, or does it not ? There really woidd . 
leem no doubt about the answer, and there would seem to , 
he as little doubt that herein the Church and the Bishop 
of Natal are irreconcilable. 

^The above arguments were then enforced by qnotatioot 
from the Homilies (pp. 276, 291, and 446 ; 1850, Cambridge 
edition); NoelPs Catechism (p. 1-59 et seq.; Oxford edition); , 
Jewell's Apology (pp. 17—19; Christian Knowledge 
edition); Ridley's Remains (pp. 239, 240, 241; ParlLer 
Soniety's edition); and Hooker, v. c, Irii.] 

III. Our third position is, that **faith is the means whereby 
the Body and Blood of Christ is received and eaten, and 
&ith is necessary in order that the graoe bestowed by €h>d 
in sacraments may hare a wholesome effect and operation,'' 
all which the Bishop of Natal^ as it appears to us, flatly 
denies. But on this point I need not detain your Lordships, 
partly because much of the matter cited by me touching . 
the nature of the sacraments obviously includes this point, 
and what more I might have wished to say has been antici- 
pated either by my colleagues in this argument or by 
myself in what I had occasion to say under Schedule n. 
I cannot conceive a more entire disagreement than exists 
between the teaching of the Bishop and the authorisod 
doctrine of the Church on this grave subject, and I submit 
tbai we have proved the disagreement. 

IV. 

^ The next and last charge which we bring against the 
Bishop of Natal, in connection with his book on the Romans, 
relates to the tremendous subject of eternal punisliment. 
Possibly, if the Bishop were here, he would plead that he 
makes no positive assertions on the subject ; that he ex- 
pressly declines to ** dogmatize " upon it; that he contents 
himself with saying that he ** can no longer maintain or 
give utterance to the doctrine of the endlessness of future 
punishments," but that he in terms denies nothing ; that h* 
'* lays his hand upon his mouth, and leaves it (the whole 
subject of everlasting punishment) in the hands of the 
righteous and merciful Judge." Supposing the Bishop to 
have said no more than this, I cannot allow that he does 
not there say enough to justify a charge of false doctrine; 
that is to say, supposing the doctrine of the endlessness of 
future punishments to be undeniably «xv «a\Ss&!^ ^1 V2o^ 
CbristUn creed. For, surely, aa c^i^t^ytnsni, '^^ %2^^ ^^ 
bound not only not to deny wY\aX n^ Yn.-!^ ^«^t^/«^ 
Miere, but not to withhold from oar ^«^%^>d»J^ ^^^fc*!*'^^ 
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pledged oareelves to teach. The Bishop of Nfttal'f phvaee- 
olosy JQst qaoted might deserve the praise of moderation, 
if be were perfectly free from all distinct doctrinal engage- 
ments ; if be were a layman who bad espoused Socinian 
tenets, and, being legally free to say jost what he liked, 
had chosen, out of pure respect to the au fulness and 
mysteriousness of the subject, to express himself with 
resenre. But the author of this Commentary on tlie Romant 
is not a layman. He is a Bisliop, to whose office appertains 
in the highest sense the administration of discipline, aad 
the correction of false doctrine in others. Admitting the 
doctrine of eternal punishment to form part of our farmid 
Gonfes9ions of faith; and also admitting that, if the doctrine 
be true, it must needs be one of the most tremendous mis- 
takes that man can fiill into to disbetiere it; then, astoredly, 
it cannot be a light offence for a Bishop of our Church to 
publish to the world that he can maintain it no longer. 

But, perhaps, this is, after all, wasting words. If we 
look fairly at the substance of all that the Bishop says 
about endless punishment, it must, I tliink, be admitted 
that he does deny the doctrine. And it is this estimate of 
his teaching that really lies at the root of our charge 
against him. We maintain that he writes as an-ouc-and- 
out Unlyersalist in the interest of an out-and-out Univer- 
salism. It is not true that " he lays his hand upon hia 
mouth.*' The truth rather is that there is no part of the 
Commentary which is written with more evident zest, or 
with a plainer determiufttion, if possible, to persuade and 
convince, than the part which treats of eternal punishment. 
The subject occupies more pages consecutively —I believe 
I am correct in saying so— than any other one subject 
handled in the whole book. And I think it must be allowed 
that the strain of the argument throughout points stCHdily 
to the conclusion as expressed in the note on section 262,. 
where the writer drops all reserve, and, under cover of a 
sort of commentary on the Athanasian Creed, proclaims 
his Universalist theory, as the only possible theory that can 
*' accord with what we fbel to be the general teaching of the 
Bible, and the spirit of the Gospel." I contend, therefore,, 
that the Bishop is entitled to no credit for the moderation 
with which he opens his subject ; for that, having said one 
thing, he straightway does another; and has no sooner put 
his hand upon his mouth than he takes it down again, and 
inculcates naked l//iirersalism, not without considerable 
penuHurenesB iind skiJJ, bat certainly with aVWiVa v^^^t. 
With the streugth of Mb argumenta 1 am not cotkcctn^v 



taking them ai arguments. It is hit teaching, as teaching, 
that we complain of ; and we insist that it is utterly 
inconsistent with the Formularies which we cite against 
him, and which throughout recognize expressly or hj impli- 
cation an everlasting fire as real, and for those to whom in 
God's just judgment it may he due ascertain, as everlasting 
life is a reality and a certainty for all that love God and 
keep His commandments. And here I might yerjr 
well disrois!! this suhject if it weru not that the Bishopi, 
following the lead of his school, has attempted to con- 
struct a defence out of the meaning of the words ** ever- 
lasting" and ''eternal ;" and however feehle the argument may 
be, yet since it has heen used, and since the whole question^ 
as far as the Formularies are concerned, turns on it, we are 
not at liberty to despise it. 

The Universalist argument, then, would appear to be 
briefly this: The terms ** eternal" and *' everlasting," as ap- 
plied to God, are said to mean more than ** endless;" inas- 
much as *'endless" is a mere negative, and cannot convey an 
adequate or worthy conception of the Divine Entity- 
Tlierefore, it is further argued, the same words '' eternal "^ 
and ** everlasting," as applied to life and death hereafter, must 
mean more than endless. Therefore, finally, as applied to 
future punishment, they mean not endless at all, but the 
very opposite of it, viz., temporary I This, to the best of 
my belief, is the substance of the Bishop of Natal's argu- 
ment, so far as his case rests on the terms ** eternal " and 
"everlasting;" and if I have not misunderstood him, the Courf 
will bear me out in saying that a less consequent argument 
was never dignified with the name of argument since first 
theologv was reckoned to be a science. As your Lordships 
are well aware, tlie two words used in the New Testament,^ 
as equivalents of '^eternal" and '^ everlasting " tive aidios 
and aionios -^ the ' first of tliese being used very sel- 
dom, not oftener than twice, according to Greenfield's Greek. 
Concordance (Romans i, 20, and Jude 6); the word aionios 
rery frequently. Now, it is impossible to deny that both 
these words as applied to God, and to the life in God, and 
to the death out of God, mean a great deal more than, 
endless. No Cliristian, I suppose, would raise any conten- 
tion on that point. But if it be admitted that — mean what 
else they may ~t hey certainly, in any such connection^, 
mean endless in addition to their other meanings, and that- 
they are so used in the Church's Eotta^iXarLtia^^^^^A^^^T 
not tee how It can be doubted that iVioa^ 'EoxmviXvrw^'a ^x^ ,. 
directijr impugned by the teachmg ot tYi^^JwaViO^ ^*^ ^^vXv 
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l.do Bot bnild exclusiyely on the etymology of either 

^midioa or aionios, I would no more attempt to 
build the doctrine of the eternity of punishment on the 
bare word aionios than I would undertake to evolre the 
doctrine of the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed relatiog 
to the Person and Office of the Holy Spirit out of the bare 
word Pneuma; or the true character, in all it$ fulnesa, 
of our Lord's messiahship out of the bare term Christos. 
All theEC words have an ecclesiastical history, and a theolo^ 
gical import; and apart from the traditional meaning that has 
thus accrued to them,it would be impossible to explain them. 
And in this there is nothing strange or peculiar to theolog- 
ical terminology. It is simply that theology is not inde- 
pendent of the common laws of language, and that many 
theological terms demand attention to their theological 
use, if they are to be rightly understood, just as astronom- 
ical terms require to be interpreted in the special sense 
affixed to them by astronomers. The same word, too, may 
be used in different senses, without any necessity for con- 
fbsion in the use of it: as God U used variously in Holy 
Scripture, oftenest of the Living and True God, but some^ 
times of idols, or of created beings, when the sense is 

> explained by the context, or by an acyectlve, or by the use 
of the plural. And many similar instances might be given. 
I apply all this thus: It is conceded that the word aionios 
is not always employed in one and the same sense. The 
noun aioTif from which it is derived, most certainly ia 
sometimes applied, even to this present life (Luke xvi. 8), 
and both in the singular and plural denotes oftenest some 
one age, period, or series of periods, sometimes definite, 
sometimes indefinite, but by no means necessarily endless. 
Our words •* ever," " never," and ** always,*' represent very 
ntarly the same sort of undetermined meaning, and seem to 
illustrate the indeterminateness of the noun aion^ as used in 
tiie New Testament, as exactlyt perhaps, as it is possible for 
words of another language to illustrate it. And the mean- 
ing of the adjective aionios, in like manner, must be ftought, 
not in its etymology merely, but in the use made of it; in 
the actual historic sense which the word, as employed in 

•connection with divine things, was originaUy intended, and 
has been generally understood, to express. Thus it is mor- 
ally certain that Schleusqer is right in giving to this word» 
in all passages in the New Testament referring to the future 

i0tofthe wicked as well as the good,tVve fteu^of v«U.liaut, 

^Oil JFbr, let the word mean what U may ,\\i cM\t\o\. \u^«xv 

-two entlreJjr different things when app^ed \tv t\« awa^ «w^" 
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tence to life and to death, as e. g., in St. Matthew, chap, xxr ^ 
And no one jn his sober senses would venCnre to assert that 
in that passage aionios, as applied to life, means tempo* 
rary ; a life into which death may again one day entor. 
That life which is to be perfect union with Christ Who 
Himself ** dieth no more,** and of which mortality is to he 
swallowed up, cannot be again '* in bondage to the fear of 
death." And the doctrine of this endless life is not more 
certainly the doctrine of the Holy Scriptures and the Church, 
than it is certain that aionios in Matt, zxr, expresses this 
endlessness, and has ever been understood by all Christiana 
to express it. My whole argument then turns on thk word^ 
and its equivalents, not considered in their naked etymo- 
logical meaning alone, and severed from ail consideration of 
the purpose to which our Lord first, and Christendom ever 
since, has applied them; but, taken fairly and honestly in 
connection with their historical and recognized use in 
Christian terminology. They have ever been received as 
importing endlessness when applied to life. By what 
authority are they to be understood as signifying something 
infinitely different when applied to the punishment of the 
sebond death ? 

J need not detain the Court by citing at length the various 
passages from the Church's Formularies now before your 
Lordships, which wc consider the Bishop's teaching to 
impugn, and commenting on them seriatim. The Bishop of 
Nfttal himself appears to admit the natural and obvious 
construction of the Athanasian Creed to be against him. 
And the Athanasian Creed, it will not )be forgotten^ 
is at least as strong for the purpose of a doctrinal test 
as Article viu, which supports and affirms it. More- 
ovier aU that we know of the controversies that have from 
time to time arisen on this subject, fromOrigen downwards^ 
converges to show that the doctrine of a final apocatastasis, 
when all evil shall have been swallowed up, and all pun- 
ishment shall have ceased, has ever been treated by the 
Church as a dangerous novelty. (See Augustine De Civi- 
tate Dei, Lib. xxi, chap. 11 and 12). The onus probandi ia 
really with the Universalist. It is historically certain that 
Christians have ever believed in a life to be lived hereafter 
in the blissful presence of God, which, in addition to its other 
properties, has also this property, that it shall be endleaa* 
Let Bishop Pearson, or any other comm«Ti\.«XQit q1v^>^\^'<«^^ 
name, say whether this is not tV\e ot\Vf %eiii» ^^a»X ^"w^ '^ 
reason&bly put upon upon the wotde^wXaAXlm^voi^^ofe ^"^^ 
ties' Creed. Awaredly U is for the BibYlo^ ^1'^%X»^^ ^"^^ 
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eauie whj the words '^eteroal" and " eTerlasting,** when used 
of futare punishment, in the Athanasian Creed, the Coinmi- 
nation Service, the Catechism, and elsewhere, are to be 
understood in a sense wholly different ; are to be emptied 
•f a chief part of the historic meaning that has hitherto 
belonged to tliem ; and for that meaning another sufisti- 
tuted, grounded in etymology alone. (L^earson on Apos- 
tles' Creed. Article xii.) We contend that the Bishop has not 
done what it was really impossible that he should do. We 
say that he has not shown the words '^etemnl '* and *' ever- 
lasting^ to mean s( mething exclusive of endless; and that, in 
denying them to mean endless in respect of future punishment, 
he contradicts the Formularies. If any would deprecate 
A judicial decision on this subject on the ground of its 
mystery and awfulness, let me distinctly say that that is 
precisely the ground on which we press for judgment; 
t>ecau8e it is a doctrine tremendous and awful beyond any- 
thing that the human mind can conceive or imagination 
anticipate, and therefore can only rest, as an absolute verity, 
on the express words of revelation, the authority of which 
cannot be more directly depraved than by a dental of this 
kind. It may be said again, as it has been often said be- 
fore, that in maintaining the doctrine of the endlessness of 
punishment, we are cruelly and bigotedly limiting that 
mercy which is God's crowning attribute, and which must 
be infinite as God Himself is infinite. But your Lordships 
are not likely to be perplexed by the confusion of thougUt 
which is really the strength of this objection. In 
maintaining, as our Creeds and Formularies bind us to main- 
tain, the truth and certainty of eternal punishment, we are 
not saying who they are that sliall incur it, further than as 
Holy Scripture puts the general warning into our lips, which, 
accordingly, we dare not suppress. The doctrine of eternal 
punishment withdraws no man from the embrace of infinite 
mercy. It simply witnesses that infinite mercy is not the same 
thing with that infinite benevolence into which justice does 
not enter. If God were a being incapable of infinite justice, 
He would also be a being incapable of infinite mercy; for 
mercy implies justice, althoogh there may be justice with- 
out mercy. The doctrine, then, which we now charge the 
Bishop of Natal with impugning puts no limit on God's 
merc^, if only the term mercy be properly understood. But 
Ji/s A distinct revelation of the ceriaVmy aud ».v{1w\tx&^% ^t 
iAMf Justice which is inseparably bound up viu\v \\\e co\\- 
<!eption ofGod'a hoUm'SB, and which we ux^ compsW^ \^ 
proclaim by the very same authority lYi«iV. 'toitk^^ ^* ^^ 
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f nblish the glad tidings of free forgiveness to the uttermost 
to «n that truly turn and repent As we would anchor our 
souls upon the sore conviction of God's unchanging faith- 
fblness as the rewarder of all that diligently seek Him, so 
would we accept and publish as infallibly true every iota 
of His threatenings against unrepented sin. We are secure 
of the one solely in virtue of the same revealed Word that 
ought to make all men afraid of the other. And again I 
must remind your Lordships how evidently the Bishop of 
Natal perceives this, and how the giddy rortex of his error 
has drawn him in even to dare to throw a doubt on what 
the Church of Christ has ever unwaveringly believed of the 
certainties and the permanence of heaven. But your Lord- 
ships roust have observed that he is perfectly logical in 
doing so ; and you will acknowledge that we are logical 
also if we ask you to deal with this heretical teachinir on 
the subject of eternal punishment, as remembering that 
every solid hope we have of heaven is concerned in it. 
It is but one of the Bishop of NataPs many inaccuracies, 
that he claims the authorized teaching of the Church of 
Kome to be in this matter on his side. The fact is that the 
Church of Rome holds the doctrine of endless punishments 
as distinctly as we ourselves hold it; and that the tremend- 
ousness of the punishment of hell is constantly pleaded by 
Roman divines as a sort of plea for the reasonableness and 
necessity of a middle purgatiorial state. But the Bishop's 
favourite court of appeal on this, and on all questions, 
is the moral instinct of the multitude,— the utterances of 
our human hearts. Does the Bible indeed say so 
and so ? " Yea— hath God said ?** * But if our human 
hearts say differently, then God hath not said it— the 
alleged revelation is either no revelation at all, or it is 
revelation— as the Bishop of Natal believes in revelation 
— misinterpreted.' As if it were morally possible for any 
evil-doer, in the very act of transgression, to have all the 
consequences of his transgression full before his eyes; as if 
sin were not in its own proper naturo spiritual blindness; 
or as if the mere absence of fearful anticipations had any- 
thing whatever to do with the actual consequences of per- 
sistent and unrepented transgression! No, my Lords, when 
the morftl instincts of the multitude shall have taught them 
to love God with heart and mind, and soul awi %\.\«iv^^ 
and every man hia neighbour as \um»e\V; ">n\\^tv iVt uUkt- 
ances of our human hearts shall \\»ve petaMflA^^TJA *^*^2oXa 

the wfiya of honesty y and purity , and geT\t\^\i%a%,«^^^^^''5^y. 

when eovetowaesjf, and evil- speaking, tMv^V tt«a^> ^^^ ^^ 



103 

Malice shall hare died away from off the earth, then it wiU 
l)!etime enoagh to apply to those same moral instinofs, 
rather than to the Bible, fbr our knowledge of what is to be 
hereafter. Bat I will not detain the Court by prolonghtg^ 
my remarks on this part of my sabject. Nor will I here- 
a4d anything on the general character of the errors which 
we charge against the Commentary on the Bomans* further 
' than by saying that I believe them all to hang together in 
dose and necessary connection $ that what the Biriiop 
lic^ond all doubt denies, or extrudes from Christianity, 
seems to me to take away all virtue from that wliich he 
professes to retain; and that I know not under which of 
these four schedules your Lordships could possibly excuse 
the Bishop of Natal without inflicting such a wound on this 
Uranch of the Anglican Church as, perhaps, never in all 
time would be effectually healed. 



Friday, November 20. 

Archdeacon Badnall resomcd his argument this momiug 
by considering the alleged errors of the Bishop of Natal as 
respects the Holy Scriptures, and spoke as follows: 



We next come to a aeries of charges on account of fiEtlse 
teaching, which essentially, perhaps, is not more false than 
that which has last occupied the Court; for it may have 
been morally impossible for a Christian Bishop consciously 
holding tlie doctrines taught in the Bishop of Natal's Com- 
nentary on the Romans not to be holding at the same 
thne, even though it may have been unconsciously, most of 
the opinions'exprc tted in the later books on the Pentateuch; 
hut looking to its formal character, the teaching which I 
haTe next to object against the Bishop of Natal, or certain- 
ly some of it, is such as, I believe, has never been objected 
against a Bishop of the Church of Christ before, since the 
Qmrch was founded. 

Our first extract is section 184 of Part I, page 152. 

This passage contains nothing of the offensive character 

which belongs to other parts of the same work; but we 

have in it the germ, and that not doubtfally expressed, — 

i&r/ am addreBBiog myseU now, not to Temote or possible 

i^fercDcea from the Bishop's words, but to \\\q nvot^% x\v«i&r 

sefrea, and the scDBe in which it is plain Y\e mea»t. xVveoi Xa 

i emoderstoodf^in tbiB paaaage, 1 repeat, we \iwwk \^^ «^xm 
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of almost all the ftilse teaching which this work on the 
Pentateach conveys. No other construction can be pur 
upon it than this,>-that in reading the Bible men ought ttr 
be taught to accept as the voice of God*8 Holy Spirit just 
80 much as their own hearts and consciences approve, and 
no more; just so much as may answer to the voice of 
truth within, saying ** These words are God's." And, by" 
necessary implication, that if the next page contain a 
passage which the same ** voice of truth within *' is instinc- 
tively impelled to pronounce not to be God's words, then 
the authority of Holy Scripture, as addressed to that person^ 
must so far be considered to have been annihilated by that 
inward verdict. Truth and error, we know, are every- 
where intermingled in the world, and run into one another 
sometimes nil but indisttnguishably, in all the transactions 
of mankind. Wo know, particularly, that they together 
form the contents of every merely human book that ever 
was composed, except so far (we of course, should say) as 
such book was an avowed and indisputable reproduction of 
divine truths. But speaking of ordinary literature, wa 
may safely afSrm that the worst and most misleading pro- 
ductions of men's pens contain some elements of truth; and 
that the best and every way the noblest literary monuments 
that human genius has ever reared, are disfigured and 
weakened to some undefinable extent with error, and pre- 
judice, and passion. And consequently it becomes one of our 
chief and least intermittent trials, as we pass through life, 
and particularly as we attenipt to gather lasting good fromr 
the literary labours of our fellow-men, to be obliged to be 
constantly exercising our moral discernment, and every 
mental faculty and attainment we may possess, in order to 
separate tlie true from the false, the right from the wrongs, 
the veritable beacon from the will-o'-the-wisp, in order 
that we may assimilate or be guided by the one and reject 
the other. Now, the Bishop of Natal insists that in like-' 
manner men ought to be taught to read the Bible, nor 
simply with fully-awakened moral faculties,— with a heart 
and conscience all alive,~but with an entirely free, critical 
distrust of the truth of its contents. Men ought to know 
that just so much of Holy Scripture as their reason and con- 
Bcience approve— pronounce favourably of —thus much, and 
no more, is God's Holy Word to them. A few verses, scattered 
here and there up and down the Pentateuch; here and 
there a saying of David or Solomon*, «om^ ^^x\.^vdl '^^\.'Cvsc^% 
ofBome twenty or thirty of tYve raa\m*\*om^ Xst^^vcv^^^^* 
meDt8 of Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezek\ciV, Bft«»«^, KxKka^\ ^^^- 
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why stop here?— certain selections from the New Tes- 
tament, may be all that this or that student of Holy Scrip- 
ture may find it consistent with his moral instincts to 
accept; and, if so, he is jastified, according to the Bishop of 
Natfd, in rejecting the remainder. In short, ic is the Bible 
BO more that is to be God's Holy Word; it is to be merely so 
many biblical excerpta, which every man ought to know- 
that he is qualified to select and arrange for himself, being 
furnished in bis reason and conscience w^ the light which 
is to enable him for the task. There is nothing here, I 
think, that can be fairly said to be an OTerstraining, in the 
slightest particular, of the obyious purport of the Bishop's 
words in the passage just quoted. How abundantly this ii 
proyed to be the right construction of them will appear as 
we proceed. 

The next extract is from Part II, p. 383, section 513. This 
passage is noticeable for the condensed categorical state- 
ment contained in it, " The Bible is not itself * God's Word.' ** 
The third extract is from Part I, pp. 13-14, section 14. 
This passage occurs in the "Introductory Remarks** pre- 
jBbced to Part I. The full extent of its meaning is, therefore, 
to be determined by all the matter to which it stands related 
as part of the prelude. I now content myself with pointing 
out that, according to the writer of that passage, taken by 
itself, the Bible contains the true word of God in such a 
sense as that " some of the chief portions" of the first five 
l)Ooks— which must be confessed by everybody to be the 
substratum of the whole— '* cannot be regarded as histori- 
eally true;** and that that whole collection of sacred books, 
of which the Pentateuch is here admitted to be an *' integral 
portion," includes an undefined intermixture of ^ese 
•* human elements," viz., »* error, infirmity, passion, and 
ignorance;*' by which is meant, it must be observed, not 
such instances of error, infirmity, passion, and ignorance as 
are recorded in avowedly historical books, and uodisguis- 
edly to the disadvantage of those against whom they are 
recorded, and for the warning of all others: as when the 
11th chapter of the Second Book of Samuel relates the 
history of David's great transgressions; or, as when the 
13th chapter of the First Book of Kings records the disobe- 
dience of the prophet sent by God to pronounce sentence on 
the idolatries instituted by Jeroboam at Bethel. Nothing 
of this sort is meant; for all this would continue to speidc: 
iar itself, as it has spoken for itself, to \eaxned«cnduuleamed 
Mlike^ these thousanda of years, lilo; the \\&\)V\\V.y to «!&. 
sorts of human inSrinity here spoken of is iT\X\i.\.\» i^wjk^ 



penmen ; not with those of whom they write. The meanliig 
IB that, open the Bible where yon will, the " error" may bo 
anywhere; the "infirmity" anywhere; the " passion" any- 
"vi^iere; the "< ignorance" anywhere. Any of thest^ or 
all of; them, may lurk under the moi^t solemn wor^ 
which Holy Scripture containe; words following, perhaps^ 
directly upon the accustomed prophetical formula, ^T^ie 
liord spidce unto me," or, ** The Lord saith." Nay; the 
fbrmnla itself may be, erery syllable of it, an untruth; no 
more a signal diyindiy authorized, and demanding the obe- 
dient ear as having been divinely authorized; but, instead^ 
the unwarranted utterance of the dreamy, religious entli»- 
eiast, urged on — God alone knows by what motives-^ 
at such enthusiasts have been in erety age of the worUI, 
to mistake his one soul-absorbing but perhaps utterly w^ 
sanctified, his purely human and possibly whoUy sinfti]^ 
prepossession for the voice of God Himself speaking to 
him. But, m truth, the Bishop of Natal has himself moi« 
than established all that I now contend for; for he ha* 
charged the Christ Himself with error; so that all that i 
have hitherto said of the plain purport oi this extract ia a 
long way within the facts. 

Our last passage articled under this Schedule ie the 
paragraph on page xii of Part I. This is important, as 
being an outspoken declaration of the Bishop of Natal, that 
lie no longer wholly believes in the Canonical Scriptures cf 
the Old and New Testament. This avowal stands in tlie 
text as the premiss to a conclusion, on which if the Bishf^ 
had acted, these proceedings would never have been taken. 
The conclusion, we are told in a foot-note on the same page^ 
was << materially affected" by Dr. Lushington's judgment 
in the case of the Bishop of Salisbury v, Williams. But 
the premiss, taken as a declaration of the Bishop's state of 
mind, is proved, by his marked recal of the conclusion only^ 
to have been intended by him to stand good along with the 
other contents of the book. It is with the premiss, not the 
necessity of the conclusion, that we are now concerned,*-* 
the Bishop of Natal's avowal that it was impossibte for 
him, with the evidence before him in 1 861, — which evidence 
he is at pains to let us know had been thickening on him 
to the period of the publication of Part T, in 1862,— whoQy 
to believe in the Canonical Scriptures of the Old and Nenc 
Testament. 

To tbiB teaching we oppose — 

Z ArticleB vi, xvii, xx, xxii, xxw, wi^ ^sxxr^ . .-jsr^ 

U FrertLce to Book of Common Pn^«t^ wi^l£nes\w«»?r 
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III. Kicene Creed. 
- IV. Ordinal (Ordering of Deacons and Prlesta). 

Of these, the most important is Article ti, inas- 
nnch as it is our Charch's formal and most express declar* 
ation concerning <' God's Word written," both the contenta^ 
of the Book and the authority due to it 

And 1 would begin by begging the attention of the Court 
to the plain, literal sense of the Article as it stands, without 
external aid or gloss of any kind beyond what we really 
canoot help importing into it, as deri?ed from our general 
knowledge of Christianity. First of all, it makes Holy 
Scripture to be the one only ultimate standard of dirine 
truth,— those truths of difine reyelation, the direct purpose 
cf which is the salTation of the human race. This cannot 
be denied. And, this being conceded, it cannot be allowed 
in the same breath that an indefinite portion of the Bible is 
not true and trustworthy. The ihuners of Article ti 
may haTC been—for argument's sake let it be granted that 
they were — ^uncritical men, the blind inheritors of an un« 
tenable opinion of the Talue of the Bible. But with their 
ignorance or incompetence we are not now concerned. The 
simple question now is — ^what did they mean by 
Article ti? They clearly meant that what cannot be pronid 
out of the Bible is not necessary to be belie?ed as a part of 
saying truth. And they also clearly meant by this more 
than a mere negation. They assumed the knowledge of 
some certain points of faith and duty to be necessary to 
man's salyation ; and they meant that the Holy Scriptures 
were to be resorted to as the sole ultimate measure of this 
knowledge. They meant that the Scriptures were to be 
actually applied— as later, in the same Article, we are told 
the Apocrypha may not be applied— to '< establish doc- 
trine" Q*ad dogmata confirmanda'* ), But how could the 
framers of Article ti, as honest men, haye meant all 
this, if they had thought a considerable but unknown por- 
tion of the Bible to be historically untrue, or otherwise 
unworthy of credit ; eyery man being at liberty to deter- 
mine for himself to the best of his ability, and according to 
the measure of light within him, how much of it was true, 
and how much false ; and perhaps to yary his determina- 
tion from month to month ? Admitting the Bible to 
be partly true and partly false, it is all of it — 
ererjr sentenee-^very word of it— from the first chapter of 
Cfeaesia to the last of the BeyelaUon— uUfitVy ^Qitt\A%ii% %.% 
M AtaJ standard of appeal, until we are a\>ao\u\.«\7 cfctW^^^ 
^fr touch of it and exacdy what pavii axe Uu«, vadi^i^^ 
machofitaod exact!/ what parts axetato. liam«sv\a 
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-put into the witness-box of a human court of jastiee we 
want from him, andweclidin firom him, '*the truth, the 
whole truth, and nothing but the truth." Anything of the 
nature of direct fitlsehood, or of suppression of the truth, 
or in excess of the trath, if it were intentionally included 
in eyidence given npoi oath, would be peijury. And if 
God's witness to the truths of salvation, as afforded by 
His ''Word written," ii less perfect, it is, for every prac- 
tical purpose, no 'witness at alL Nor is this position 
weakened by the &ct— made much of by the ingenious 

' counsel who pleaded Dr. Williams's case in the Court of 
Arches, but most readily acknowledged by us — that the 
Bible is a composite book, rather a collection of separate 
books, embracing a very wide range, and a very large 
variety of matter, some of which has been altered and 
reduced, by the coming in of a more perfect dispensation, 
from its original status ns positive law and a typical 
ceremonial, into the position of a monumental witness, 

. whose outlines and tracery, still clear and sharp as ever, 
would appear to have been preserved to us chiefly to enable 

' us the better to connect the present with the past, and 
comprehend the more perfectly our own more glorioua 

- inheritance. There have been those who have used the 
Bible as they might have used a fortune-teller's wheeW- 
opening it at random, and supposing that God was specially 

, guiding them at some crisis of their lives, perhaps by 
the topmost text on the right hand page, or by the 
last text to the extreme left hand, according to the 
arbitrary election which* they had happened to make in 
their own mind beforehand. Article vi was not 
framed in this spiiit. Sound knowledge of the Bible must, 
of course, be understood to imply knowledge of the relation 
in which the different parts stand to one another, and to 
the whole. And in order to the unfolding of this and other 
Apartments of biblical learning, there is scope, without any 
doubt, for all the knowledge and wisdom that Christendom 
■hall ever bring to bear upon the Bible. But because true 
religion, no less than sound learning, forbids our making a 
mechanical use of the Bible, paying no regard to its struc- 
ture, its varieties of subject-matter, and the direct bearing 
of the different parts of it, the Bishop of Natal is not, there- 
f(Hre, free to speak of it as containing an unlimited amount 
of ''^human error, infirmity, paaaion, WRd.\%t>©t*aRftr KsA. 
njr present point is simply to ihow V^o^a,— XXv»2^ ^^^^^^ 
' ooamoB-BeoBe meaning of the fixat paiag;».\?c^ol>i>a»> ^^^^'^^ 

dB utterly iaooa^hUeat with any »uc3[i x^w3Dasi%\ w^ 
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mo&kiag could eyer be 4aid to be proved out of Holy Scrips 
ture, in tespect either of fai^ or duty, so long as some con- 
siderable, but wholly undefined, and undefinable, portion of 
A was believed to be on any gronnd not trostworthy. Bat 
when We pass on from the first paragraph to the end of the 
Artiole, tbe justice of this interpretation of the wliole 
Article would appear to be placed beyond the reach of cavIL 
iFor wbat is the intention of an exact division of all the 
lK)oks that have ever been reputed in the Church to be 
Bdy Scripture into two classes, the^one comprising certain 
Ibeoks ssid to be canonical— which is further explained to 
mean books of whose authority tbere was never any doubt in 
"fhe Church— and the other class comprising books of high 
esteem, and appointed accordingly to be read publicly &r 
example of life and instruction of manners ; but books 
difiering from the rest of the Scriptures in this one aU- 
important particular, that the Church doth not apply them 
to establish any doctrine? Judging Article vx by the 
Tules of common sense and common honesty, it would seem 
quite impossible for any one to suppose that those thought- 
ful and learned men who drew It up, or that the Church in 
first accepting it, could have believed a large but unknown 
quantity of those canonical books to be '< historically un- 
true," and otherwise intermixed, I must again rep^t, to an 
extent which is quite undefinable, and even variable ac- 
cording to the mind of the individual reader, with **en€nr, 
infirmity, passion, and ignorance." The title of Article 
"fi is, " Of the sufficiency of the floly Scriptures for sal- 
vation." Or still more distinctly in the Latin, << De Divmis 
8cripturis,quod sufficiant ad saluUmJ* Any one who coiild 
xest content with such an account of these ^* Divine Scrip- 
tures " as is given us in the extracts cited against the Bishop 
of Katal under this Schedule, and still believe them to 
•office as repositories of the knowledge needed for salvation^ 
must, one would think, have somewhat degraded notions of 
what salvation involves. But this is a corollary. I sum 
lip my argument so far thus : We contend that the teach- 
ing here objected against the Bishop of Natal is contrary 
to, and inconsistent with, the plain gist of Article vi 
firom first to last, and with anything like a fair and unpre- 
judiced construction of its terms, the title included, taken 
in their obvious, literal, grammatical sense ; and we pray 
ior judgment accordiaglj. 
Bat that we may not seem to iginore wn^ QKrasA«t-«t\s^- 
ff^ton which it is in the least Uk^y tVnA xi!L<b^^&»«^ lil 
MitMlmajr he relying, I now come to^«k«»«»fiX«xBK!M»!- 
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tion of several of the more prominent terms used in this 
Arlacle. In the first place, mnch stress has been laid on the 
irord " containeth,* at the beginning of the Article : " Holy 
Soripture containeth all things necessary to salvation," &c. 
*' Scriptura Sacra contioet omnia qua ad salutem sunt neces- 
sorta/'&c. The continental neologians have long been accus- 
tomed to use this word " contain " very freely^ as a sort of 
catch. And men holding the opinions of the Bishop of Natal, 
in this as in other things, have followed the continental lead 
with very little, apparently, of that •* honest thought" which 
tiiej are so fi)nd of claiming as exclusively their grand 
characteristic. ''The Bible contains the word of God." 
** Yes," they say, in effect, ** but as a needle may be con*- 
tained in a hay-stack." And this satislSes the sense of 
truth of some who have subscribed Anicle vi. I hope 
to show your Lordships that it does not satisfy the termK 
of the Article itself. 

My first argument unavoidably takes the form, in som^ 
sort, of a challenge. The word under dispute occurs la 
Article vi of the original Forty-two of the year 1552,as wdi 
as in the Thirty-nine of 1562. It is well known who were 
diiefiy concerned in the framing of these Articles in both 
periods. If in other works of the same writers, or in the 
works of contemporaries who are known to have assisted 
them or to have sympathized with them, any expression of 
omnion can be discovered to justify such language as this, 
"The Bible is not itself * God's word;* but assuredly * God's 
word' win be heard in the Bible by all who will humbly 
and devoutly listen for it" (Section 513, page 383, Part II), 
by all means let it be produced. The first of the two 
Homilies on the reading and knowledge of Holy Scripture 
speaks of Holy Scripture once as " containing God's true 
word, setting forth His glory, and also man's duty;" once, 
as " tally containing what we ought to do, and what to 
eschew, what to bel&ve, what to love, and what to look for 
at God's hands at length;" and once, quoting St. Chrysos- 
tom, as '* fully containing whatsoever is required to salvaUon 
of man." Both these Homilies were most probably the 
work of Cranmer himself. But neither Homily has in it a 
hint that Holy Scripiare is not synonymous and coincident - 
with " God's Word." They inculcate not only a diligent 
but a THOBOUQH study of the Bible. TVv^^ x^^i'^^csafi^^ 
variety in the contents. ** The ScrVpVax^ \% tMSL^ ^^'^^ '**=' * 
^a§ well of low valleys, plaim "way®, Mi^CMrf %st e^^^ ^^^^ 
to use aad to walk in; as alio ol \A^\i. \vC«Cl^ ^^^"^^^ 
tMiBB, which few m6n can c&nb imXor ikXi^^««^^;^>^r6» 
regard to ibe noze nigged aad iatxis^x.^ ^«*V*% ^^^ ^ 
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lajB marked stress on the danger to ''presamptuous and 
arrogant " readers of the Bible of falling into error. Bat as 
to th« existence cf '* error, infirmity, passion, and ignorance" 
in tfae Bible itself, or the opinion that *' 6od*s Word " is an 
undetermined portion of Holy Scripture, we find nothing of 
that sort in the Homilies. On the contrary, we are admon- 
ished that ** the reading of the whole [Bible] ought not to be 
^t apart;* and we are finally encouraged to this thorough 
and constant stady of the Sacred Scriptures in these terms: 
^'Let us thank God heartily for this His great and special 
gift, beneficial favour, and fatherly proTldence; let us be 
jglad to receive tliis precious gift of our Heavenly Father; 
« .... let us stay, quiet, and certify our consciences 
with the most infallible certainty ^ truth, ana perpetual assur- 
nnce of them ; let us pray to God (the only author of these 
lieavenly studies) that we may speak, believe, live, and 
,depart hence, according to the wholesome doctrine and 
verities of them." Langusge such as this could not have 
lieen used by men who in their hearts believed Holy Scrip- 
ture to embody an unlimited amount of " error, infirmity, 
MSfiion, and ignorance," permeating particularly the first 
five books, which books themselves again permeate the 
•whole Bible, and extending to the words of Christ Himself, 
except they Iind intended to deceive. And I am bold to 
say that nothing at variance with this teaching of the 
JHomilies will be found in any contemporaneous writings 
jwhich can reasonably be quoted as throwing light on the 
sense of the Articles. 

But in the next place, it is quite certain that the word 
^ containetli " used in Article vi, and its Latin equiv- 
^ent, are not synonymous with our word '* contain " in its 
modern popular use. The 

" Parum locuples continente ripa " 

of Horace (Odes ii, 18—22) might suffice to give us the clue 
to the more common sense of the Latin word '' continere'* 
'. And the English equivalent, as used in Article ti, evidently 
means the same thing. We have an apposite instance of 
«ibe use of this same word, in the exact sense for which I am 
' now contending, in the Royal Declaration prefixed to the 
Articles in 1628, the first paragraph of which begins thus: 
"^TAMt the Artidea of the Church of England . ... do 
Awitain the true doctrine of the ChuTc\i ot 1Eiw^»ii\ %^\^<- 
. -aAfc to Cod's Word, irhidi "we do tbeicicfte x^Wiy m^^cw^- 
Am '^ The JDedantion goes on to wj i « 1Req>i\fM^% ^"^t!!!^ 
^»iW Mvbjecte to contioue Iktbe m&fem J'^^^S^'JtS^ 
©5 s^H ^-nhii^iang the leaet differenct ftom\\»«>». iktVas^Ra, 
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This exhaustiTe prohibition shows plainly the sense in 
which the word ''contain" is emplojea jast before. Clearly 
trery part of the Articles, and every sentence of them, is s 
' part of the contend inTolved in the verb *< contain." And this 
is according to the stricter and more proper ose of the Latin 
word, which has a kind of exclusiTe force, and glances at 
what it shnts out as a whole, whilst it expresses what it 
shuts in as a whole. Our colloquial use of the word^as if 
one were to speak of a book ** containing here and there an 
amusing or instructive incident" — is a secondary and less 
exact use of the word, which, in the absence of all evidence 
to the contrary, there is no reason to suppose even occurred 
to the framers of the Articles. 

But it would be easy to multiply instances of the same 
use of the word ^ continere " as that now contended for. Car- 
dinal Bellarmine "De Verbo Dei non Scripto," lib. 4, cap. iii, 
quoted by Professor Browne on the Articles, p. 124, e?i- 
dently so employs ^ contineri.** The Holy Scriptures are there 
imagined to be circumscribed with a certain boundary line, 
within which boundary the "heretics" are said to allege 
that all necessary doctrine is contained expressly (contineri 
express^); but beyond which (prater) the Church of Rome 
is represented as declaring a certain unwritten word to be 
also needed. And this would seem to be without any doubt 
the whole of the meaning intended by the *< continet " of 
Article yi. St. Augustine, ** Contra Donatistas," lib. li, cap. 3 
<tom. ix^ col. 98), almost defines for us that this is the 
meaning attached by him to *' contineri:** '*Qui8 nesciat Sanc^ 
tarn Scripturam Canonicam, tamveterisquamnovi Testamenti, 
certis sms terminis contineri, eamgue omnibus Uteris itapra- 
poni, ut de ilia omnino dubitari et disceptari non possit, utrum . 
verum vel rectum sit^ quicguid in ea Scriptum esse constiteritj* 
And the Tridentine Canon concerning Holy Scripture and 
the unwritten word will be clearly peroeiyed by any one 
irho will consider the peculiar nature of the controversy 
which gave rise to the Canon, to employ contineri just as 
Augustine employs it in the passage last quoted. 

But if these arguments are not convincing, I pass 
-next to such as are irrefragable, and in the face of 
which any man might well be ashamed to pretend 
that the Holy Scriptures are meant by the Article to 
'^contain God's word," only as the Bishop of KsLt«id^<^\ax»^ 
them to contain it. I suppose t\iat, '^«t\vK^*,>)ftft\!^^^ 
authoritieB which can be quoted for tYi^mwiiva%^'i ^^^^ 
vi, beyond the language of the Xn\faft\\afc\*5««^^^lv 
^eweHaiicfDttinNoeU. A« U ^^U towtt^.^^^;^;! \ 
^«* one of Arobhiabop Blvrkfix*t ^tiwft^ •«A«»»^ 
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remodelUog the Articles in the reign of Elizabeth. This 
would make Bishop Jewell's independent opinion, even 
when it bore only on Articles allowed bj him, especiaUj 
Tahiable. Bnt when we come to such an Article as the 6m, 
which was considerably altered in Elizabeth's time from the 
original form in which it had stood in the reign of Edward, 
anything that can be elicited from one who helped to make 
the alteration, and determine the shape which the Artide 
finally acquired in the way of independent testimony to the 
Mnse in which the whole Artide was intended, cannot fiul 
to be in a high d^ree impcatant. But with respect to the 
** Apology,"— the treatise I am going to quote,— it shooldbe 
fhrther noted, as Carwithen points out (voL i, p. 462), that 
<* the Apology is not to be considered as the unauthorized 
work of an eminent prelate; but as an authentic exposition 
of the doctrines of that Church whose name it bears. It 
was published at the express command of the Queen, and 
«l tl^ royal expense; and it expressed with such fidelity 
and force the sentiments of the English Hierarchy, that 
Parker designed it as an aocompaniment to the Artidea.** 
In riiort, no work of that period, not being itself one of the 
CSmrdi's F(Hrmularies, can stand in closer connection with 
the Thirty-nine Artides than does the famous Apology of 
Bishop Jewell. The question is, how does Bishop «jewell 
speak <tf the Holy Scriptures? In the early part'of the Apdogy 
^hop Jewell is meeting the taunt of the Church of Some 
that ail the reformed churches were heretical, "which is so 
grave a charge," he says, " that except there be dear evi- 
dence of it, unless it be palpable, unless you can positirdy 
lay your finger on it, it ought not easily to be believed of 
a dhriatian man; for hese^y is destitutio salutis; abjectio 
OraiuB Dei; discessio a corpora et Spirilu Christie* He 
proceeds thus: ** But it is cheap work calling names. Christ 
was called a Samaritan for no other reason quam quod 
udmiwttm quondam religionemetiidhcBresimdefecisseputareiur, 
The same with St. Paul. Brevitur universa ista religioy quam 
hodie proJUentur bommea Christiani, primis temporibus ab 
€ihnitis hommibus Sectd dicta, et heeresis,** And then he 
passes on to the position, that, whereas for some time the 
dicta of the Pope had been made the groundwork of rdi- 
gion, the jn^undwork of the Beformation was tiie Hdy 

IScripturea. ** Extant hodie SaertB Litera 

dtiiranHs " (jpp, d-l 1). But after this we have a still more 

^formal dedsuation of the writer's fsilli on. \i^« %^m^ vo^^^V. 

**Mectjnmu8 et ampkctimwr omnes Caaomcos Scrxpturos . . 

- - . e^secus€Ufceat*'(:pp.\^yi). Iwa w«»»^^»^:j^ 
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ing of Another, without haTing had distinctly ia his mind's 
eye the teaching contradicted. Bishop Jewell most be ac- 
losowledged to contradict in theseextractsthedoctrineof the 
Bishop of Natal, that the Bible contains for each separate 
raider only as much of '< God's word " as he may choose to 
^disooyer there. Bishop JeweU would not haye contended 
that every sentence in Holy Scripture admits of an eqaaily 
direct application to the Christian. It is idle for our ao-called 
critics first to charge us with using the Bible as no moder- 
mtely instructed Christian, provided he was free from 
AnatidBm, ever used it; and then to expend themselves on 
laying the phantom of absurdity which thc^y, and they 
alone, have conjured up. But this is certain that 
Jewell, in common with the ether reformers, invariably 
«pei^ of the Canonical Books of the Old and New Testa- 
ment as constituting collectively the sure '* Word of 
Ood written;" the one infallible ground of appeal from 
tmsan opinion; the sole ultimate measure of the 
doctrine of Christ and His Apostles; ami, therefore, of the 
doctrine of the English Charch. It is difficult, perhaps, 
to determine whether of the two is the clearer, the Artide by 
Itself or Bishop Jewell. But assuredly the Article, illus- 
trated by Bishop Jewell, would appear to be as decisive 
against ^e extracts cited under this schedule against the 
lUshop of Natal as it is possible for any rule of faith to be 
decisive against teaching contravening it otherwise than 
by a direct categorical denial. And almost as nuich may 
be said of the authority of Noell, who was Prolocutor of 
the Lower House at the critical period when the Ariides 
were undergoing their final revision, and whose Catechism 
• is well known to have been intended, and to have been 
received, as a quasi Formulary of the Church, rather than 
as one man's private lucubration. [The Archdeacon then 
read various extracts from Noell's Catechism on the autho- 
rity of Holy Scripture, indading all the contents, as God's 
Holy Word, beginning at p. 12.] 

There is yet one other important word in this Article on 
which it is necessary for me to say something more,— I 
mean the word "canonical" Here I will first read to the 
Court the introductory remarks of Professor Browne^whoee 
treatise on the Thirty-nine Artides, as is wdl known to 
the Court, is a very valuable and careful work, and, indeed, 
the most complete book on the Att\d<et ^^caI 'v^ ^nKt^^. 
TVrofeBsor Browne was here ouove^ ^hxl \ft **^>i^^NKXi. 
tfr^rd of Qod " Cpp. 128-5).] . . _^ 

IJiave quoted Ph>fessor Browne tli^itiiX tA ^-^vci^^^'*^ 
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' and succinct account of the external history and contro* 
Tersiiil bearings of this Article, both which are highly im- 
portant to the argument, and as indisputable, happily, as 
they are important. With the soundness of the Article, 
and the demonstrableness of its positions, which are Pro- 
fessor Browne's main topic, we are not now immediatdy 
<!oncerned. 

But I haye yet one other work to quote, which goes 
directly into the question of the canonfcity of Boly Scrip- 
ture, and in such a manner as to shed quite superabundant 
light on the matter now in course of being argued, — ^I 
refer to Bishop Cosin's '* Scholastical History of the 
Canon of the Holy Scriptures,'* written in the days of the 
Commonwealth, when its learned author was an exile in 
France, and first published in London a-d., 1657, about; 

'eighty-five years after the Ihirty-nine Articles were set 

' forth after the last rcTision. The immediate object of this 
remarkable book is to make good, against the Chtirdi 
of Bome, the position of the Church of England 
in retaining the Apocryphal Books, as we reckon 
them, in the rank which they had held before the 
Council of Trent, and in refusing, in deference to that 
Council, to receive them for the first time into the Canon. 
Accordingly, prefixed to the book stands the 6th of the 
Thirty-nine Articles of 1 562, as the text or thesis of the whole 
of it; and over against it, by way of contrast, what Bishop 
Cosin styles << The New Canon of Scripture first set forth 
by the Council of Trent." I am, therefore, now quoting s 
work as truly intended to elucidate and aflirm Article vi 
as Professor Browne's book was intended to explain and 
maintain all the Articles alike. [Bishop Cosin's Preface 
was then read» Sections i and ii, vi, xiii, and xiv.] 
The learned Bishop then goes seriatim through every 

century of Church history, from the 1st to the 16th in- 
<dusiTe, and by an exhaustive process of argument demon- 
strates, 1st — and this is the direct or formal purpose of 
the work— That in maintaining the broad distinction which 
wedo maintain between the Canonical and ApocryphalBooks, 
we have the voice of the Church with us. Fathers and 
</Ouncils, down to the date of the Council of Trent, when 
the Church of Bome in this matter innovated. And 2ndly 
— and this is shown incidentally to the main current of 
the argument — That whereas the Apocryphal Books, and 
-^ren some other books which have n^vwVii tfeT\«2av^«x\NKQL- 
Urs ranked aa high even as the Ai^ttb'^'^* ^*^^ "^^^^^ 
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occasionaUy Btyled prophetical and divine writings, and 
have been often used " for example of life and instructioa 
of manners" abore all ordinary books; yet between these 
and the Canonical Books there has always been recognized 
this ground of distinction, that the last have been 
alone accounted of << infallible verity and unquestioned 
authority" (p. 125), ''and been used for the establish- 
ing and determining of any matter of faith or con- 
troversy in religion** (p. 10), as if ** omnium rervan. 
irutina et regula.** The attempt has been made latterly 
to show that the word " canon," as applied to the Holy Scrip- 
tures, means simply catalogue; and that ''eanonical" means 
included in such catalogue. And truly, men may say 
anything about anything, or about anybody. But mere 
talk cannot undo the fact that Christianity has a history, 
or prevent those who are so inclined from consulting it. 
And if historical testimony such as is condensed into 
Bishop Cosin's " Scholasticad History of the Sacred Canon," 
is not to be entirely set aside for the sake of bare asser- 
tions, about which the most charitable thing that we can- 
say is that they are made in wonderful ignorance of the 
facts; if, in these inquiries, historical truth is to be at aU. 
considered, or history itself, as a science, at all allowed for, 
I cannot conceive a more decisive and satisfactory: 
corroboration of the true gist and meaning of our 6th 
Article, or of all that we have maintained as to the utter 
disagreement between that Article and the teaching of the. 
Bishop of Natal, according to the extracts now before the 
Court, than is supplied by the book last quoted by me. 
And wbMever the word ''canonical," in reference to Holy 
Scriptuxe,ii found in our Formularies — as, for instance, in 
the Ordhul— the same historical account of it must, we 
contend, in common truth and justice, be admitted. 

But Articles xvn, xx, xxii, xxrv, and xxxiv, or certainly 
several of them, exceed in our favour even the express, 
terms of Article vi, unequivocal as Article vi may be by 
itself. The concluding paragraph of Article xvii, of 
course, refers primarily to the doctrine which is the subject . 
of the main body of the Article. And with that doctrine we 
have now no concern. But why commend us to " Holy 
Scripture" as the repository of "God's promises," if 
the promises there delivered as from God do not, after all, 
rest m any true sense upon God's aulhotvVf'l ^^^^ \x&»^ 
Mbould the ''Will of God" be taid to \» *^^TOt^^i 
declared untotu" (diserte revelaiam\ in l\i© " YJ ot^^ ^^* 
if "God'aWotd*'iMoniy contained Ui\V» ifeT«feQl««nwi)K«tt. 
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ineiuded in the Holjr Sciiptnret; the actual proportion 
borne by that •'Word" to those *< Scriptures ** being aa 
unknown and yariable qoantitj? 

Article XX is also yerj plain. It denies to the Ckardi, 
and a fortiori to indiyidual Doctors of the Church» licenee 
ID anything to contraTene God's Word written (Verbo DH 
Scr^to), So tiiat here is supplied, exactly and in tensa^ 
the merely Terbal, but by no means substantia], defeet of 
Article ti; all that that Article necessarily implies bdae 
here most tuiily expressed. The Church £s a witness waS, 
keeper of Holy Writ (Divinorum Kbrortm testis et conserwH 
trixj, but not mistress of the Bible. She is tberefioEe 
restrained, in loyalty to Christ, from attempting to do 
either of two thin^-^eitber to teach, directly or in effied; 
anything oontrarient to what is written, — ^not to 6c^a 
hidden, unknown word, but to the Scriptures,— or to exdoxce 
as a necessary Article of Belief anything besides thfiM 
Scriptures. How, with this Article before it, should aiiy 
Ecdesiastical Court within our eommunion decide it to be 
** lawful " for a Bishop to teach that these Scriptures are 
intermixed with an unknown quantity of ** error, infirmity^ 
passion, and ignorance?" 

I adduce Anides xxii, xxit, and xxxiy as instances cf 
the application of the foregoing principles. 

As to the Preface to the Book of Common Prayer and tiie 
opening Exhortation, as well as the Kicene Creed, I shall 
content myself with referring your Lordships to what was 
said by the Dean, and to which I have nothing to add. 

With respect to our citation from the Ordinal (Ordering 
of Deacons and Priests), I would obsenre that we do not 
now charge the Bishop with depraving and impugning the 
Ordinal. We charge him under that head later in the 
proceedings. But we adduce the Ordinal, as we have 
adduced the Articles, &c., as conclusive evidence of the 
esteem in which the Church of England holds the Scrip* 
tures. And we contend that the language now cited frcm 
the Ordmal is irreconcilaUe with the teaching of the Bishop 
x^NataL 

I am too sensible of the patience with which the Court 

has heard me on this Artide to wish to add one unnecet->^ 

eary word. I will simply say that if the Bishop of Natal 

be not adjudged to have contravened the Articles and For^ 

mulaiieB g noted against him under this 5th Schedule, I 

CMJODot tee how henceforth it should "be -^^^WA^ ioT ^si^ooa 

to eontrareoe the authoritfttlve Yoiee ot Wie 0\raxc^«x»es^ 

<*^ b^» direct coof^Miott of unbe&cf,expx«aftdixv%c»X'i^ 
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^oncal form. But the Bishop of Natal has done eren that; 
fa^ he has said flatly that " the Canonical Scriptures of the 
Old and New Testament it is impossible for him wholly 
to believe in." I cannot conceive how our case against him 
-could be more complete. 

VI. 

Oar first extract (part of section 183, Part I) would 
uppear to rdate exclusiyely to the historical parts of the 
Bible; not the books commonly distinguished as *^ historical^" 
but an parts of the Bible, the (Md and New Testaments 
inclttsiTe, which treat of ** matters of common history." 
What the writer says of these parts of the Bible is, that, as we 
^ Talae our children's innocence and love for the Sacred 
Book," we must ** teach them at once to know that they are 
not to look for the inspiration of the Holy One, which breathes 
through the pages of the Bible, in respect of any such 
matters as these." He then adds the reason. For these 
parts ** the writers wrote as men, with the same liability to 
error, from any' cause, as other men," and consequently they 
nrast be judged as men" in respect of what they so 
-wrote, " as all other writers would be, by the just laws <rf 
critidsm." 

The next passage (section 224, of Fart II) refers exclu- 
sively to the Fentateuch. The writer impliedly avows that 
in pursuing such investigations, he at least is unrestrained, 
and would have all others unrestrained, by any fear of 
trespassing upon divine and holy ground. It is to bo 
noticed that he italicizes the word '* infallible ;" as though 
he meant it to be inferred that the writers of the Fentateuch 
"were under some sort or degree of supernatural guidance. 
But it is obvious that he does not really suppose them to 
have been *' supematurally " guided otherwise than as any 
man, with a generally wise and laudable aim before him, 
might be pronounced to have been supematurally guided 
in composing any book on any subject whatsoever. For 
his inunediate inference is that, for every purpose of criti- 
cism, they stand on the same footing with <' any other 
andent writings" that may have been put together with 
^* pious intentions." 

On the third extract I reserve my remarks ; but the 
fourth (section 512, pp. 882— 3, Fart II) requires special 
notice. For there we have the earlier portiona of IIa l&iX^^ 
and the " story of the Exodus " in paiticnVax, «A<toBft^ %.^ ^ 
MuopJeoftbe whole book, with tb© ^iew oi \«V^^'^%^^^^ 
m$wertotbe guestioD, «< whether otiiOtXY»'EftX^^\»Vi^>^ 
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retd like any other common book?" " In one tenae, jes,*' 
he replies; ** it is to be read like :any other book, with the 
* understanding' as well as with the 'heart.'" Aiifthe- 
writer had not been conscioos of the equiroque contained in 
the word " understanding I" At if any man in his moms 
would have the Bible read ollierwise than with the ^ under- 
standing !" As if Chrysostom, and Augustine, and Wic- 
liff, and Cranmer, and Jewell, and Hooker, and such men, 
had not read the Bible with their understandings ! But as 
if thej would liaTe struggled and suffered for the Bible, aa- 
some of them did, if they had judged of it as the Bishop of 
Natal judges of it ! As if it liad ever eTen occurred to them 
to treat it ** like any other common book /*' But then he goes 
on, and partly explains himself. To read the Bible with our - 
« understanding " is *< not blindly to shut our eyes to the 
real history (?) of the composition of it ; to the legendary 
character of its earlier portions, and to the manifest contra- 
dictions and impossibilities which rise ujf at once, in 
eiery part of the Exodus, if we persist in maintaining that 
it is a simple record of historical facts ;^ we., as he 
explains elsewhere, if we rettise to accept it as mainly a 
work of imagination. And then follows a rexy curious 
passage, — curious, I mean, for the way in which truisms 
and neology are blended in it. Its real meaning is forced 
into daylight by the context just preceding it; and ia 
plainly this, that the Bible is '* tbe wark of men, of fellow- 
men like ourselves," not in the sense that it conuins a true 
human element, but in the sense that it is a simply human 
book; a sincere book, and written on the side of God and 
His truth, but open to be suspected and criticized just as 
we should suspect and criticize any other book which might 
contain original and radical misstatements of facts in 
every page ; and a book, moreover, which does, in fact,, 
contain so many radical misstatements of facts, that not 
to criticize and doubt it at every step, and recognize its 
self-contradictions and inconsistencies, is the height of folly. 
In short, the drift of the whole passage, stripped of the im- 
posing words towards the end, is past ail doubt just this, — 
that to read the Bible with the ** understanding " is to read 
it as a human book, written with a good average aim; but 
aa differing from most other such human books, if at all, in 
being more than commonly full of mistakes and absurdities.. 
In the next passage articled the Bishop pronounces tbe 
BiMe NOT to be God's Word. 
TAe next extract (Section 508, pp. ^^— V^ V% ^fisft 
j9^por/«ii/L Idke that quoted last \)ut In? o (,b\\^, Vfc U *tfwi 



. by fttoh extracts as I read . last but one (512) to mean inst 
what it says, whea the Bible is said to be " the work of 
Vring men like oarselves.'* I mean that, however difficult 
it may be for ns not to import into words like these our 
own reyerential prepossessions conceminf< Holy Seriptnre, 
and not to beliere now and then that possibly no more may 

. be uitended than that the sacred penmen were not for the 
time being nnhumanized automata, it becomes quite clear 
firom other extracts,— what it is impossible not to suspect when 
ooe reads such a passage as this now before us, taken by 
itself,— that the Bishop intends so to assert the human origt& 
of the Bible as to deny of it that it is properly attributable 
in 4ny way to the extraordinary direction or dictation off 
the Holy Spirit. Why the Bible should be called <'thft 
best of books" does not appear. We must indeed be dull 
to accept a phrase of that sort as any set-oflf to all that is 
•aid here and elsewhere about its purely human origin, and 
ihe worse than imperfect character of its conteuts. 

Hitherto, I have remarked on the passages articled as I 
hare gone along. They may all be summed up in thjree 
propositions; that the Bible is a purely human book; that, 
like any other human book, it is quite open to human 

. eriticism; and that large and important portions of it 
in^te criticism in no common degree, as being eminently 

. self-contradictory, inconsistent, and, let the solution be 
wliat it may, untrue. I will next endeavour to throw 
together into a series of distinct propositions the statements 
to w^ch the Bishop of Natal commits himself in the last 
six extracts: 1. He asserts that what he calls *< the Elohis- 

. tic story " forms the groundwork of the. so-called Fiv« 
Books of Moses. 2. That this **Elohistic story" com- 
prises *< little besides about half of the Book of Genesis 
and a small part of Exodus." 3. That this Elohistic portic; . 
was most probably the composition of Samuel. 4. Thui 
the other portions are certainly of posterior date, ar<! 
therefore, if possible, of inferior authority, having been addt • : 

, by other prophetical or priestly writers to what Samuel, pc-^ 
haps, <* left in a very unfinished state.** 5. That the Samuci - 

. iatic portion, the original of the whole, ''may hare had -i 

, imI historical foundation,'* — ^which is no more, it will be ob- 
ierv€d, than may be said for nme hundred and ninety-nine 

. oat of every thousand fids^oods which obtain circula- 

' 4ioo^— and has somehow a ** high religious tone sAd v^ofiSma^. 
character '* pervading it — whidi, to my mVxk^ \% VJavtasaa^^ 

Mtomidlaiir Act of all, considering theVuatocy ol\\»% V^''*^\ 

tat 9» to hiitorioal worth, triMti?ottYiit«a^,^«%«vVj^^»a^ 
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not ercB Samnd hiaudf^ probAbl^, ever dreamed of im- 
psning to it such qmlities! That it eonsbts mbttantiAQj 
of " the floating kgends mud traditions " cnrreot in Samara 
di^ya, and pidred op by him in jonrnering from plaoe to 
plftee oo drcoit, the Manks bring filled op, ** perbapa to a 
large extent,'' ftom hia own imagination, and the whole 
thrown together ** into the firm of a hiatoty ". with the 
patriotic view of atrengthening the handa of Ids fiiTOorite 
DaTid, and generaOj promoting the dril and religioas 
wettue of— may we aaj the Jews? One heglna to doiftt 
if there eTer waa aoeh a people. 6. lliat the Feiitateiidi» 
or rather the beat part of it, ia, on die whole, prolMl^r 
loa respectable, on the score of luatoriori merit, than the 
Ang{o>8asoo Chrooide. 7. That the " JdioTiatic atofj" 
contained in Esrodna iii. and Ti. la ptobabljr fidae ftom 
beginning to end; that assvredlj "there b no reason for be- 
liVing it to be troe.** And 8. That moat llkelj Samod 
himaelf formed and in tr o d nced the name Jehondi, periiapa 
in Imitation of aoaM E^yptianname of theDeltj thatmi^ 
ha^e readied his eara. 

I do not attempt to diaracterize thia tpadiiqg as I 
think it denrTes to be characterised. My present 
point is to prore that so to ^eak of Holy Seriptvre, 
therebj ledndng it— I wHl not aaj to a krd wUh other 
books, bnt below the lerd of hnndreda of boolcs dmt 
uigfat be named, and ntterly denying ita dhrlne nupirsr 
tkm in any and evety intdligible aenae, la to impqgn 
and contradict the Artides and Formnlaiiea which I am 
ahonttodte. 

Bnt before I addnce my prooft, there la one Tcqf import- 
ant snluect whidi it is necessary to tondi npon nnder this 
aehednle, and whidi, in order to aa^ time, 1 will InHodoee 
here. An attea^pt was made aome dmrt time ago In one of 
the couits in England, in an argnmentof precisdy the 
aame character with that which I am now conducting^ to 
teten down comiad to a defimtion of ** iupinBttan,'' andef 
tiM mode in wIMi it operated on the aacred penmen. How it 
may or it msiynot bepooaible to ftame a perifectdeini- 
tioo of ^inspifmtion,*' in l e ib e uc etoHo^y Sctlpm c Hoe- 
aller ttie Chnrdi may perhapa ^rtune. or neo^t and adon^ 
m dogsaatjcconftaaonof her feith on thia paint; awltiiiaiiil 
events may be tending towards scsae snch definaire^ 
fnlie apanCram all expiaBatson of the myateiy, 
cwraatbelen traily a m^ptari^soai^ i^aaaAavsLont 
•oeowit to be ksi certaMy % tnd^^ihflBaiBifc^a WM i j ai 
•r Urn hwu WQl iKd iftai^ tmiBhfc Vi — a X ii iia . 
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meantSme it is unnecessary to attempt to press upon this 

rCoart any more strict conception of inspiration than we 

sdready possess. 

Tliere is, it is tme, one subordinate or branch topic, which, 
if the Bishop of Natal were present, it might be diflSoult to 
iiToid, because he would most likely urge it in his defence; 
and to which for that reason I will now refer, but not in 
any way as proposing to this Court, in sup^rt of our . 

. charges, a theory of my own on the subject of inspiration. 
If the Bishop were here, his Lordship would no doubt con- 
tend that the structure and composition of the Bible clearly 

•eTince the presence of a human element. And to this we 
should, of course, assent, fully allowing that the Holy 
Scriptures were penned by men of |like minds and passions 
with ourselves, and that they were not supematurally 
reduced to the condition of mere machines in order that 
they might be thereby qualified to write under Divine dic- 
tation. *< But, this being conceded," the Bishop woald pro- 

- bably argue, ^ you also concede the fallibility of the book 
80 written; for no man can have perfect knowledge upon 
any subject; and all men are liable to make mistakes in 
communicating eren what they know best.'* The fallacy 
here lies in confounding human nature, as human nature, 
—human nature in its essentials— with what is purely 
accidental to it. If it be asserted that the action of the 
Holy Spirit, specially exerted for a special purpose, could 
not preserve men from error in recording facts or in de- 
livering doctrine, that, I contend, is to beg the whole ques* 
tton. My argument is, that because the inspired penmen 
were living men like ourselves, what they wrote does not, 
therefore, contain errors; for that human nature, although 
it does imply limitedness, does not properhr imply either 
sinfulness or actual error ; and that the influences of the 
Holy Spirit, being specially directed to that end, might 
without any interference with the proper humanitjr of the 
])erson influenced, preserve him effectually from error to 
the fullest extent to which we claim infallibility for God's 
Word written. Obviously, the proof of all others which I 
■should prefer to adduce in support of this argument is the 
perfect humanity of our Redeemer. For in His Divine 
Person we behold human nature, in all its naturalness, in 
perfect union with the Oodhead. And if human uaXox^^ 
without any sort of mutilation or tTauamuVaXVc:;!!^ xcv^i «nr 
•exist with the infinite wisdom and laoAmeaa ol ^^> \svw^ 

more, one would suppose, may Viumau iiaX\a« \» *"S^^^^^_ 

sttddiriaely iaHaenced In the degree Ti%e^\x\Xft V«»v ^^* 
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agents employed by God to record and transmit His xeve- 
hition from introdnclDg into it their own mistakes, from 
lapse of memory, or any other cause. Bat ci the ibll 
benefit of this argument I feel that I am deprived by the 
&ct that tlie whole sulgect of our Lord's personal subsist, 
fence is involved in the charge preferred by us against tin 
Bishop of Natal in Schedule viu ; and that it yet remalDS 
to be seen whether it may not be maintained, eonsistently 
with the fCnnularies and symbols of the Eoglish Chnxeh, 
th^t even our Lord Himself, as the Son of Man, was 
actually in error on what we esteem to be grand aod vital 
points. But even so, the argumeot does not fall to the 
nound. What, do we suppose, will be the condition of 
just men made perfect hereafter? It is not difficult to con- 
ceive that they will at least be perfected in the measoie 
necessary to secure them from error as well as from trans- 
greasion. But they witt not any the less on that account 
be still men. Nay, is it not an essential part of the doctrine 
of the Besurrection that we shall be as truly men hereafter 
— as truly human beiogs— as we are human beings now ? 
And what does this involve ? No man may presume to 
say befbrehand what are to be all the oonditions of man's 
glorified existence hereafter. But this at least seems 
certain that not only the bodily form shall remain, 
but the whole man, the whole human being; with 
tilts principal difference, that the effects of sin shall 
have been done away, and that both our sorrows and 
all the causes of them shall have been removed. And 
on precisely the same ground, we c(nitend that the 
, presence of the human element in Holy Scripture is not in- 
compatible with the in&llibility of its contents. I will not 
pursue this point. I ccmtent myself with indicating the 
line of argument. And I would refer to the famous hyper- 
bole at the end of St. John's Gospel as the best illustration 
of the general subject that occurs to me. For to empl<^ 
hyperbole is human; and if St. John had been precluded 
by the action of the Holy Spirit fh>m using it, he would, so 
Hut, have been reduced to the condition, perhaps, of an 
autOTnaton. But error is » different thing; and from this, 
we contend, he was preserved. 

But to return to the main tenor (rf my argument. The 

term ** inspiration," as applied to the Bible, is commonly used 

to denote a certain divine effect produced by the JSLoLy Spirit 

opon the human agents by wbom ^ccv^tx^ ^w^a^iix^B., 

mod th&aoe tnuumitted to what tkey -wioW^ \)Qft x»m2kab^ 

Kft/oft if sumeieaiAy ezprcMtd Isj .^sk&iAsi ^fx« n^ «^ 
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otbers, where t^ey together constitute H0I7 Scrlptarotha 
ultimate standard of appeal in all matters affecting man's 
sahration, and so exalt it above all human opinion in 
such matters, as distinguished from the departments of 
secular knowledge, of which the BiUe in no way affects to 
treat This is the common accepted sense of the term <* inspi- 
ration," in reference to the Bible. We often use the abstrad 
term; but the concrete is all that we contend tot, that the 
Bible is inspired, by which we mean certainly not less than 
the word ** canonical " means, or than Articles vi, xx, and 
others, abore referred to, most clearly express. Or the 
argument may be stated thus: Article vi and the 
Ordinal draw a broad line between the Canonical Books of 
Holy Scripture and all other books Uiat ever were written. 
It is absolutely certain, fbom ecclesiastical history, that 
the term ** canonical," so used, means books which may be 
relied on as infeUihly true. And Article vx recognises HbUt 
sense of the word, and affirms it. Now the word ^ inspired ** 
simply denotes the source from which that effect is derived, 
in virtue of which we pronounce the Canonical Books 
of Holy Scripture to be canonical, and excludes the idea 
of thdr having been oomposed as ordinary books are comr 
posed, to which no character of in£Edlibility can reasonahly bt 
supposed to belong. Beyond this we do not travel, nor, at 
it seems to me, is there any necessity to do so. Again and 
again, in langua|^ the most oflfeosive, the Bishop of Natal, 
in the extracts just dted, dares to assign to the historical 
parts of Holy Scripture a rank immensely below Herodotus^ 
or Thucydides, or Tacitus, or even Gibbon; and all the 
Scriptures he ascribes to men simply,— good, weU-inten- 
tioned, but feUible men, on whose bare authority nothing caa 
he taken fer granted, and whose productions must, for that 
reason, be unsparingly criticised. I do not mean that 
he In terms, and in every sense, denies the presence of Qod'e 
Holy Spuit with the writers of the Scriptures. I only meaa 
that, acoordmg to the Bishop of Natal, the efifect, the main 
result, was not so infloenced by that spiritual presence ae 
that we can in the least degree trust any fact, or anything 
-else, so far as I can understand, contained in the Bible^ 
simply because we find it there. [The Archdeacon theft 
eommented on Articles vi, vii, xyii,xz, and xxu, as well as 
OD the;Nicene Creed, and the Ordinal, and showed that they 
attribute certain effects toHoly 8oript»TO,w\i^OcL)^l%i^3B^t^«A% 
^san oDljr he accounted for on the pTVn!dp\& ^ to«RS. ^^^^ 
gapenatunl assistance auppUed to t\» 'wiVXerA \sjl .^SL 
JHmsdKJ Helhenprooe3Sl;Oiicftmwe,iew8«kA^5^^^^ 
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argnment The Nicene Creed nyu ezprenljr that Qod the- 
Holy Spirit *" spake by the prophets." Taldng eodetiaa* 
tical history into account, and allowing for the historic 
sense of our symbolic terms, vre should say that these 
words are plain enough as they stand. Bat suppose a 
contention to arise on the meaning of this Article. AitUdea 
▼r, Tii, xYii, zx, and xxii of the Thirty>nine. as wdl as tb» 
Ordinal, all speak of the Canonical Books of the Old and 
New Testaments as being the measure of erery thing which 
it is necessary to salvation to believe; it being historically 
certain that the yery word ^ canonical " indudes a very 
exact conception of inspiration so far as relates to the effect . 
produced by it, and the divine source whence that 
effect was derived. Article tii declares the old and 
new covenants alike, as expressed in the Scriptures, to be 
God's offer of ererlasting life— for it may be presumed that 
God alone can offer what God alone can bestow — ^to man- 
kind by Christ; and specifies the divine origin of the law,, 
in the act of pronouncing it to be no longer binding on m. 
Article xx speaks of the whole Bible as ** God's Word 
written." They all assume, or expressly teach, that whatever 
is contrary to God's Word, as delivered expressly in those 
Scriptures, is erroneous. All this is undeniable; and it 
separates the Holy Scriptures from all other books whatso* 
ever in respect of two things: 1, The general subject- 
matter of thote Scriptures, as being an *< offer of eternal 
liib;" and 2, In respect of the absolute fidelity, the entire 
trustworthiness with which this offer of eternal life, and 
its attendant conditions, are there expressed. Now, it ia 
matter of indifference whether we say that such a book could 
not have originated with man, and cannot rest, as other good 
t)ooks do, on a foundation of human wisdom and authority^ 
•r whether we pass from negations to affirmations, and say 
that holy men of old wrote the Scriptures, b«ng specially 
and supematurally moved thereto by the Holy Ghost. The 
effect being granted, nothing else than the special interpo- 
aition and guidance of God's Holy Spirit can be allowed to 
be an adequate cause. We maintain that the Bishop of 
Natal, by the language cited against him, utterly destroya 
the only basis on whidi the pre-eminence claimed for Holy 
Scripture in the Articles can reasonably be supposed to 
rest, and takes away all real ground for calling it ** God's ■ 
Word written." And this is our charge agamst hina 
under this schedule, ^>nly let all lYvat \\i« ^S&Xx^^ ^^ 
^mUU hereiasiBta on be conceded, and t\\e iLtXicAaa uv^^^st- 
iBD/ajTies DOW Mid to be coutta^cted by Yam. twaA «^ 
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We a»k that the Bishop of Katal may he judged hf . 
the. Axtidef and Formularies; not these bj him. 

vn. 

I wiU again set down in a series of distinct propositiona : 
the teaching and opimons adranced by the Bishop of Natal 
in the extracts articled under this schedule, and now 
before your Lordships. 1. That the Pentateucli is wholly 
unworthy of credit as a collection of liistoricol documents; 
that it is not *' historically true;*' and that, probably, no . 
part of it was written earlier than the reign of David. 
2. That the compilers of these ancient storiet, at the time ! 
they compiled them, never for a moment supposed them- [ 
•elTes to be writing history, but introduced the narrative 
of the Fall, the Flood, the Exodus, the Wanderings 
in the Wilderness, and such like, just as Homer sings 
of Chryses appealing to Apollo, or ns Livy telhi . 
the tale of Bomulus and Remus. 3. (In contradiciion to , 
the above) — That these writers did suppose themseWes to . 
be writing history,— rfirf "profess" to ''describe*^ "facis*^ , 
(p. 8, part of Section 7, Part I), only that they wrote . 
like Orientals, making the common Oriental ** mistake ** of 
ezagseratiog, perhaps, a hundred-fold. 4. That the story of 
the Flood is ** utterly incredible,*' and that what our Lord ia 
admitted to have believed and taught on that subject, every 
clergyman who will " inquire " and ** think " must, before 
long, disbelieve 5. That the central character of the Book 
of Joshua — the personage on whose doings and personality 
the bulk of the narrative depends, quite as much as the 
ffistory of the Peninsular War depends on the personality of 
the Duke of Wellington— was only a mythical, or perhapa < 
legendary, personage. 6. That the specific fact related , 
(Numbers xiii, 16) of the son of Nun*s change of name 
from Oshea to Jehoshua is a specific falsehood. 7. 
That the "stories" in the Book of Judges are at 
V best exaggerations of facts, where they rest on facts at all — 
what, however, is by no means certain. 8. That the Books 
of Chronicles are never to be trusted on their own eyidence. . 
9. That the Pentateuch is not a genuine, but a spurious 
pfoduction; that is to say, was produced under circum- 
stances and in a manner which, if proved, would determine 
any other book to be spurious. I mean this,->and the 
Bishop of Natal himself admits it,— t.V\aX X\v^^ ^^xba \a\^ 
MiereJ ia as dirioe under a mistake*, VXiaX. XVi^^i ^«n:«^ 
tbeir credit and importance from aiv ei\WTe\'5 i«\«fe^V«^^?^ 
Mt to tbdup external history, geuttcal chMtJCltM* wA ^ wwa. * 
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And, in short, thAt haTing been esteemed, from time imme- 
moria], sacred books, they were reallj composed mider 
circamstances which, if generally known, mnst IneTitably 
bare shut them out from every pretension to sacredneaa. 
Thia teaching, we maintain, is m direct contraTention of 
the doctrine of the English Church, as expressed in the ' 
Formularies and Articles which I will now dte. 

I will first take the point of authenticity, so fiur asr it 
may be separated from the question of genuineness ; and ' 
coapling it rather with the word truth, wDl under this liead 
contrast the language of the Bishop of Natal concerning tbe 
utterly untrustworthy character of the fucts narrated in tlie 
Old Testament, with the terms in which our Articles and 
Formularies speak of or refer to them. [The speaker then 
adverted, seriatim, to: 1. Articles vi, vn, and xx; 2. Order- 
ing of Deacons; 3. Public Baptism, 1st prayer; 4. Prayer 
for Fair Weather and Prayer in time of any Plague; 5. 
Order of Administration of the Lord's Supper; 6. Catechism; 
T. Exhortation for giving warning in the Conununion 
Office; and argued that these all proceed on the assumption 
that every fact indubitably related in the Bible may be 
Telied on as indubitably true.] 

He then went on : The question of genuineness is perliaps 
made somewhat more difficult by Dr. Lushington^s judg- 
ment touching this point in the case of the Bishop of Salis- 
bury versus Rowland Williams. I understand it to liave 
been laid down in that judgment that it is legally permissi- 
ble for a clerg3?man to deny the genuineness of any book 
in the Bible, in the sense of denying its reputed authorsliip; 
even although such denial, in the case of a book of the New 
Testament, should involve an affirmation that the book in 
question was composed in post-apostolic times; or, I sup- 
pose, in the case of a book of the Old Testament, tlut it 
was composed at any time not subsequent to the beginning 
of the Saviour's, or perhaps it would be allowed, the Bap- 
tist's, ministry. 

Now, first of all, thous^ great defisrenoe is, no doubt, dna 

to any judgment delivered in the Court of Arches, I know 

of no reason why this Court should be bound by such a 

judgment. One Provincial Council of the Church, however 

weighty, certainly cannot overrule another. Why should 

the decisions of one Provincial Court become law to the 

Cbwrcb of another Province? But, aecoudly, I frurther 

hfJiere that this particvlar portion ol I>t. XAvftsaxt^ocfm 

Jiidlgmmt it an instance in which theleani^Vn^^i?^* ^T*^ 

^nd transparent anxiety to lender rigid JtiitV*, wA ViV>^ 
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ndtlier to the right hand nor the left of the baM groove of 
iho laWy has betrayed hhn into too narrow mn* estimate of 
his snl^ect-inatter. Hiere can be no real doubt that to 
assign the Book of Daniel to the age ef Ptolemy Philadel- 
phvs would be, in effect, to deny its canonicity acr truly as ' 
to say of it in terms that it was not canonical; and that to 
say of the Epistles to the Corinthians, or the Epistles oc 
St John, or the Acts of the Aposties, or even the Epistle 
to the Hebrews, that these, or any of them, were prodao- ' 
tions of the second century, would amount to a substantial 
denial of their canonicity. It is absurd to suppose that the 
canonicity of Holy Scripture has not always been under- 
stood to inTolye considerations both of date and authorship; 
This is not more a qaestion of theology than of history and 
fact. 

[Bishop Cosin on the Canon, pp. 4—5, iii, ir, t; and also 
p. 31, :dh, was here quoted.] 

These extracts iirom ]ffi8hop Cosin are beyond all question 
a fair abstract of the whole truth of the case, historically 
considered. And if the sentences of our Ecclesiastical 
Courts at home are to discard historical considerations of 
this kind, it is not difficult to foresee what must be the end 
of il I do not mean to assert that there are not 
hundreds of open chronological questions connected with 
the legitimate criticism of the New Te8tament,-^both the 
fkcts related in it and tiie date of its component parts. 
Nor, again, if a clergyman chooses to maintain that St. 
Mark's Oospel onght rather to be called St. Peter's, or 
that St« Luke's Gospel is substantially St. Paul's, or to 
discuss with OTen greater freedom the authorship of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews, do I mean to say that he would 
necessarily expose himself to censure. There is always a 
way, too, of discussing such sulijects, which is sufficient to 
Bhow that the author of the criticism did not at any rate 
intend to shake the credit cf the book. And where a 
writer's animus is clearly good, and it is plain that he is 
honA'fide pursuing his critical researches as a believer in 
the inspiration and divine authority of Holy Scripture, it 
is everybody's interest, I venture to think, that even 
grare errors of judgment, should he commit them, 
should still be very leniently and generously treated. But 
if any one should assert that SU Paul's Episties totbft 
Corhithians were not St. PanVs, cou\ai\tVst a.TBSs««o^>fc 
maintained that such an asaeTtiOTi ^diM3(tVBN^"^^^^^^»"^ 
strictly speaking; not, of coiif»,x>f t\ietaftt X\iBX5c»5'«^^ 
Jiog always accepted those B^S^to «i ts8»!wstoi^»>»^'^ ^^^ 
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right of those hooks to the raok which the/ hare always, 
held? And sappote it were Airiher maintained that those 
Epistles were not only not St. Fanl's geoidoe prodoetions^ 
but were not eren the work of an Apostle at all— and, more 
than that, were a prodoction of the middle of the second 
eentnry— will any ooe say that this would not amount to a 
denial of their canonicity? It would* I contend, he an 
implicit but still an unquestionable denial of their canoni* 
city; for it would be saying most unambiguously thai thqr 
had somehow crept into the Canon under false pretences,, 
and under an entirely wrong opinion of their origin and 
claims. It would appear, then, quite impossible to disserer, 
in a wholesale way, the question of date and authorship 
from the question of canonicity. And I contend that any 
clergyman who so challenges the date and authorship of 
any book, of either the Old or New Testament, as CTidently 
to intend, by doing so, to shake or destroy its credit, and pro- 
duce the impression that it crept into the Canon by mis- 
take, as much oflfends against the laws of the Church, as if, 
in a more straightforward way, he had denied its canonici^ 
outright I do not sav that any clergyman is barred from 
pronouncing all the Bible to be uncanonical the very moment 
he thinks it to be so. What I contend is, that in order to say 
so lawfully^ he must first resign all office in the Church. 
But thirdly, Dr. Lushington, in the instance quoted, was 
dealing with a case in which a clergyman had distinctly 
pronounced a certain book *' not genuine," and Dr. Lushuig- 
ton proceeds from this point: 'I am not sure,' he says, 
' exactly what he means by < not genuine;* he may mean no . 
more than such a denial of authorship as he is by law 
entitled to utter; and I must give him the benefit of any 
doubt.' The question of date arose on another book; and 
then Dr. Lushington ruled— and a strange decision it 
seems— that questions of date and canonicity are not neces^ , 
sarily connected. But it would not follow that mUhw^ 
that a clergyman might say concerning the date and . 
authorship of a canonical book could amount, in Dr^ 
Lushington's judgment, to a legal denial of canonicity, . 
Suppose a canonical bool^ such as the Acts, to carry with 
it dear internal CTidence that it was intended by the 
author to convey the idea that it was written by an actual 
contemporary and companion of St. Paul. Suppose this in- 
tentJoo to be beyond all doubt; and also suppose the book 
to be canonicBh And further, suppo&e X\i\a Xmx^Y^ ^h ^X^qk^V 
of Mb sort, to be deliberately aaaVgue^ \>^ «^^ ^"^ ^"^^t 
^oadara criticMto a date »iibieq?wiiVb:f \Q0^<aata\a>3aft. 
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latest conceivftble date of St. Paul's martyrdom, and to be 
ascribed, moreover, to an ImaginatiTe heathen. Would not 
Br. Lnshington aUow that here was a denial of canonioity? 
I am not sare; but, looking to the terms of his judgment, I 
think he might. And if so— then not every idle and pro^ 
fane word that any of our modem experimental <* critics '^v 
so called, might choose to launch against the date and 
authorship of the Old Testament would be allowed even by > 
Dr. Lnshington. 

I cohtend then, my Lords, that, take the matter as we wilU 
the Bishop of Natal so vilifies the Pentateuch in respect 
of date and authorship, and the whole alleged history of its 
origin and composition, that to say that his hypotheses are 
consistent prith its canonicity, and with its being esteemed 
**Qod's Word written," would be simple nonsense. lam 
here taking the question first on general grounds. If it be 
possible to stamp books as spurious without actually at* 
taching the word ** spurious " to them,— if it be possible so • 
to deal with the question of a book's authorship and external 
history, as, without saying so inbhusk and white, to convey 
the impression that it is a forgery and a lie, this, I main-^- 
tain, the Bishop of Natal does in the case of the Pentateuch. 
At any rate, if books which are admitted to have originated - 
as the Bishop of Natal says the Pentateuch originated, are ^ 
still to be received as canonical^ I cannot conceive what the 
term uncanonieat may mean ; unless it may mean > 
Books, which, being like all books, of purely human origin^, 
have escaped the iofomy of having ever pretended to be -. 
anything else. 

But we allege more than that the Bishop of Natal, by 
the general account which he gives of its origin, charges. * 
the Pentateuch with spuriousness in a sense wholly incon«^ 
sistent with its being reputed canonical and divine; we also • 
say that, in denying the Mosaic authorship of the Penta- 
teuch, he denies the letter of Article vii{ and on thiS' 
additional ground we crave judgment agunst him« 

vm. 

The Bishop of Natal, iu framing and propounding his 
theory of the Pentateuch and Book of Joshua, could not but ' 
bethink himself from time to time that his conclusions 
impugned not only the Fornnularies, but also the teachini^ 
of our Blessed Lord. Tbe language oC t\kft '£^«it *Y«iXvcfiffi^ ^ 
i# genendlx baaed open, and is a xepToducXVwi ^*^>^^^*5r 
jfoageof the Old Testament, to an extetLt \^kaX*\% '^s^^^ 
Samble. Bat distinct quotationa tranv \to OVl'3t^'»M»«^^' 
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•are fbund in tbe New, to the number of not many short <^ 
^300. And of these qnotstions a coo sidorable proportion are 
recorded to haTe been made by our Lord Himaell The 
Bedeemernot only refers to!partieular facts narrated in the 
Pentateucby as e.g., the Deluge (St. Matt, xxiv, 37-d9X 
thereby binding up the truth of that, as an erent past, 
idth the reality and truth of His own second coming as an 
event Aiture; he not only cites particular bo&s, tt 
Genesis (Matt, xxiii, 35, xxiv. S7-39); Exodus (Blatt. zxii» 
31-32); Leriticus (Mark i, 44); Numbers (John iii,^ 14); 
Deuteronomy (Matt, xxii, 37); the 1st Book ci Samuel 
(Luke ▼), 34); the 1st Book of Kings (Luke xi, 31); or 
the 2Dd Book of Chronicles (2 Chron. ix), or both; the 2nd 
Book of Kings (Luke iT, 27); tbe Psalms ( Matt zzii, 41-45); 
Isaiah (Luke ir, 18-21); Daniel (Matt, xxir, 15); and 
Jonah (Luke xi, 29, 30, and 32) ;— sometimes, as in Matt xiz^ 
4-5, and Matt, xxii, 31-32, asserting the dirine origin of 
Holy Scripture in the simplest and most unanibigaoQt 
manner, but at other times introducing the quotation 
merely with the customary and well-understood formula, 
*Itis written;"— but, moreover. He many times cites or 
refers to the Old Testament Scriptures, including the Pen- 
tateuchf as a whole, as in St. Luke xxir., and adduoea 
'them as in themselves sufficient evidence of the truth of 
Hia Messiahship, supposing only the agreement between 
tbe facte of His ministry and the words of Holy Scripture 
to be made out. How was the fiishop of Natal, as a de- 
Btroyer ol the credibility of Scripture, to square his theory 
with the teaching of £fim who said of Himself that as He 
was** The Way" and "The Life," so also was He "The 
Truth;" and who yet grounded His own claims all along, 
not exdusiyely, but largely, on the veracity and divine 
origin of the Old Testament? Both the Saviour of the 
World and the Bishop of Natal could not be right. And 
the Bish(^ has not hesitated to say that the truth is with 
him, and that the error is with our Lord. It is this impu- 
tation to our Blessed Lord of positive error that forms the 
substantial ground of our charge under this schedule. 

There are two hypotheses according to either of whidi 

our Saviour may be held to have promulgated false doo- 

tfine— i.e., doctrine on which we cannot rely — and which, 

admitting Him to have taught it, we may not quote as true 

ieeause He taught it. According to one hypothesis. He 

rather connived at error. * The Jewa,* ^^ «c^ \»\^ ^ ^«» 

bigotedly devoted to the Old Teatam«it) exidt^T^^tscii^XA 

H^proacbed on sacred miloeott along \)i« ^i^aXtowa^l iSoste 
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own inyeterate prejndices. It, therefore, seemed good to 
Him who oame to save not the Jewn only, bnC all the 
world, and to delirer ns all from the subtleties of him wbo^ 
was ** a liar (torn the beginning/' to lay the foondatioins of 
His world-wide work as onr Redeemer, and particularly as 
the Prince of Prophets, upon^— what ? Upon the solkL 
Truth ? No; but upon self-contradictions, and inconsis- 
tencies, and impossibilities, and untruths, then concealed 
fiK>m aU but Christ, but in themselves so gross that hatd^ 
any words are strong enough to express the Bishop's sense 
of the utter mental enslavement of all who do not at 
once contemptuously shake them off ; and in relaticm to 
which the only marvel is, not that the Bishop of Natal 
should at last have laid them bare to Englishmen, but that 
he should have been the first, at least among Bishops, to do 
00! According to this hypothesis, cur Lord's public 
teaching Was one oontinuous atfumeutum ad hommim- of 
the ignoblest kind ; a deliberate accommodation of Himself 
to what He knew to be untruth fbr the sake of an imme- 
diate success, of which success, nevertheless, tiie piime 
condition, as even these theorists must allow, was thai He 
should lay down His life, and even endure to be cntdfled I 
The Bishop of Natal seems willing enough in thePrefoce to 
Pftrt I (page zzxi-<-ii), to avail himsdf of this hypotheiis, 
as one of three, and so fkr as it may happen in any way to 
help him. But afterwards, when hard pressed on another 
pdnt, he abandons it, and represents his distaste for it as In 
part his apology for the other hypothesis which he retuns. 
One or the other, he intimates, is inevitaUe. He finally 
Tweets the first as ** the less reverent and becoming " of 
the two. I will read the one on which he takes his stand^. 
and which is the ground of this charge. [The Archdeacon 
then read the extract articled.] 

Now, after this extract, it is needftd that I should die- 
lanetly repeat what it is that we here charge against the 
Bishop of Natal. It is that he imputes to our Blessed Lord» 
not ignorance in some one clearly defined and restricted 
sense, but error. There are senses, as scarcely needs to be 
remarked, in which no Catholic Christian has ever ventured 
to impute to the Bedeemer even ignorance. Ignorance, aa 
we constantly use the word, represents a complex notion, 
into which not mere human llmitedness, but human firaill^, 
largely enters ; as when we pray in thft laat «Qk:^\^<(iaiofSQ^\DL 
the lAtBDjr to be forgiYen '* our ains^ nei^iiseQfiiea^s^^V^K^ 
ranees;" where, maniffettly, the ncAiisa ^ tw^^^^^ 
xiorf2(/«d«natiiiderthelieadoCQUtivkStt«nfi»iu 'E^'^avs^ 
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And it is obvions at once that to a large extent, definable 
*4fB^J by the nnerriog wisdom of Grod, mankind are respoosi* 
ble for their ignorance; that it is an *Mgoorance that is in 
«8/' as the Apostle says, '* because of the Uindness of our 
hearts;" and, lioweTer excusable as between man and man. 
is at bottom faulty, and blameworthy, and sinful, and there- 
fore needs mercy. Nor is this moral ignorance only ; it is in- 
tellectual ignorance. It is ignorance moral and intellectnai. 
it runs through the whole man. It is a complex thing, 
v-answering to the complexity of roan*s nature; and it is 
•ainfhl and needs mercy, because man is sinful and needs 
mercy. But ignorance in this sense has never been ohsrged 
against the Saviour by any one whose name it would be of 
the slightest service to the Bishop of Natal to adduce in 
this or in any other Court. And I have now so far defined 
it only that for the present I may the more completely 
separate it from that other ignorance of which I am going 
to speak next. For no doubt there is a sense — and that a 
perfectly distinct and intelligible one — in which not ^ ignor- 
vance," as we commonly use the English word, but o^nomi, 
the privation of knowledge, has by many eminent theologians 
> been ascribed to the Bedeemer as the Son of Man, and has 
blen reverently believed to be one of the necessary oonse- 
' quences of His perfect humanity. This point of doctrine 
' may be thus stated : It is clear from Holy Scripture, and 
lias ever been the faith of the Church, that our Blessed 
' Saviour, in becoming man, vouchsafed to take upon Himself 
■human nature whole, perfect, and entire, sin only excepted. 
In that He did so. He may well be believed to have volun- 
* tarily submitted Himself to all the necessary limitations of 
•human nature. For instance, it was strictly in accordance 
with the reality and integrity of His true and proper man- 
hood, that He hungered and thirsted, and was wearied and 
sad ; that in order to move from place to place. He jour- 
neyed step by step as others journeyed ; that He was 
liable to temptation, and was tempted ; that He was 
bound by the superior will of God, as all men are 
bound by it, although He alone of all men per- 
fectly fulfilled it ; that He was made of a woman, 
and was born, and grew, as all other human beings, since 
Adam, have been born of woman, and have grown; and, to 
iostuoce one particular included under this general truth, 
ttatHia human mind grew as H\aYiumaxk\>Q«l^ %t«yi*, «Qd 
WMB, ffbea grown, a finite mind alVVV, )o«caiWa« Vx. vt»a ^ 
'hummn nund. And it is quite tnx«— at YeeiikXi^A VX> *WKm» Vk 



me— thai our Lord has said thatthli limitedneas of His 
humaii nature, and the subordination of this limited haman 
nature to the soTereign, all-wise wili of Ood, is to extend 
to the determining of the exact moment of His Second 
Advent, and the close of His Mediatorial Kingdom. But 
what then? Does it follow that our Lord was ever upon 
any point in error? No more than that He was sinf^ 
No doubt, it is inconceiTable by us how, as man, He should 
in anything be subject or *< inferior" (Athanasian Creed) 
to that infinite nature wherein He had subsisted from all 
eternity as God. Ko doubt, it is utterly inconceiTable 
how, being God, He should in anything be agnoon; just 
as it is InconceiTable how, being €Um), He should ever hare 
. been hungry; or how, being the author of all being. He 
should ever have died. But let this difficulty be what it 
' may, it is none other than the old hopeless difficulty that 
must ever stand in the way of our comprehending how in 
one and the self-same person a finite or limited nature such 
as ours could be united with a nature that must be 
limitless. It is not a similar difficulty. It is the saae 
difficulty. Because our Lord was God, He knew all things. 
In so far as He was man, it may be as proper to say of Him 
that He was subject to limitations of knowledge, as to 
limitations of power. But to these limitations, whaterer 
• they were, our Lord was subjected, because He had chosen 
to be subject to them, in choosing to be made man. 
Finiteness is proper to human nature; the conception of 
human nature necessarily including the conception of 
finiteness. But the conception of finiteness does not 
necessarily include the conceptions of error or of Sin. Nor 
does the conception of human nature, therefore, regarded in 
respect of its finiteness, include necessarily the conceptions 
of sin or error ;in anywise. The point really at issue, 
then, is very simple. Our Lord, in being made man, 
-submitted to limitations because human nature implies 
limitations, and in ceasing to be limited would cease to be 
human nature. But our Lord, in being made man, did not 
thereby take error, any more than He took sin, into union 
with His Godhead; inasmuch as human nature does not, 
as such, necessarily imply either sin or error. Else sin 
and error were surely blameless iu His sight who made 
human nature, and any hope we have of *' the life of the 
world to come *' would turn upon the proa^e^X. ^1 ^^t\s»3>:^ 
enabled to exchange the nature we now ^^tj^^ i^^ mnnsA 
other nature as an indispensable coixdWiotk c* w« ^v^% 
ID HeajcD, tL$ we hope to abide, m ivuaftiVDkSWk wAnx^nq- 
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And to this mnst be added a distinct and AiU apprdiension 
of the nature of Him who thus roucbsafed to be made maa 
ftr us; that He is yery and eternal God; tliat ftlthm^gh 
He became very man for ui, He remained truljr and 
unchangeably God notwithstanding; He, the Almighty 
Iiord of the assumed finite nature, not the finite nature 
Iiord of Him; but, on the contrary, erery attribute of the 
Gk>dhead continuing to be as truly predicable of Him after 
His assumption of humanity as it eyer had been bdO^re He 
waa bom into the world. 

In saying all Uus, I am aware that I hare been partly 
anticipating what properly belongs to a later stage of the 
argument. But my object has been to place before the Court 
in the first instance as comprehensiTC and yet as distinct 
a statement as I was able cST the sense in wMch aome of 
our greatest divines, ancient, mediaeval, and modem, 
have predicated agt^aa of our Blessed I^otd, and of the 
gromids on which they have dooe so, and to show at the 
same time that their having done so has not involved ai^ 
imputation of error more than of sin. And I would fhrther 
. beg that this part of my argument may be understood aa 
my reply to lir. Houghton's letter, adopted by the Bishop 
of Natal as his defence in his preface to Part lu. 
• Jfl have made myself understood, I am now better able to 
state clearly our charge against the Bishop of NataL We aay,. 
in the first place, that he imputes to the Lord of Life and Glory 
not that voluntary limitation of his human fiicttltiea in 
respect of knowledge, which may be necessarily involved in 
His having chosen to become for our sakes a true and real 
man, but ignorance, ignorance discovering itself by positive 
error,— involuntary ignorance,— ignorance in the sense that 
He believed what waa not true because he knew no better;, 
and that, too, ignorance not on scientific subjects; not 
ignorance about the courses of the stars and the stratifi- 
eations of the earth, all which we believe He made, but 
ignorance about things most intimately connected with 
the direct purpose of His coming down from Heaven; 
Ignorance concerning the sacred Scriptures; — Scriptures, 
rather, which He committed the popular mistake of sun- 
posing to be sacred when they were not, and out of whl& 
Me thought He was proving His own divine claims, when 
He was reaJly quoting fiction for fact, legend for history, a 
doeoment even less trustworthy than the Anglo-Saxon 
Cbroaich for '* CM'b Word 'written." ^d beceupon we 
Mmnd our cha^rgef which ia tlna; TbaX l\Aa Xam^ui^ 
MmouotM to a piaia denial of the coi4^aaicXv)UQl ^sra&XAi^i 
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Diyioe and Hamao Natures ia one and the same FiersMip 
that it contradicts the unity of His Person, and tberebyr 
contradicts a fundamental verity of the Catholic Faith,, 
as expressed in the 2nd Article and the Nicene andAthtum-- 
sian Creeds. 

We establish our charge thus:— The Bishop of Nala|s> 
has promulgated the doctrine that, in common with tbr 
rest of the Jewish people of that age, our Blessed Lord wa» 
** ignorant and in error upon the subject of the nuthotslit^ 
and age of the different portions of the Pentateuch/'' Bi^ 
is He not God,— God of God; Light of Light; Very CSod. 
of Very God; of one substance with the Father? As tW 
Father is Uncreate, Infinite, Eternal, Almighty, God, so i» 
not the Son also TJncreate, Infinite, Eternal, Almighty, God?* 
The Catholic Faith answers these questions with an un- 
wavering **Ye&',** and hitherto the Church of EnglaMJ^ 
has held and professed the Catholic Faitlu How^ 
then, should a Bishop of the Church attribute to tJb» 
Uncreated, Infinite, Eternal, Almighty Son of God, poaitht^ 
and involuntary error concerning the Holy ScriptnreaS!^ 
The Bishop of Natal replies that he predicates error^ aot 
of the Son of God, but of the Son of Man. ' You hold,! be 
says to us, * that our Lord, as Son of Man, voluntariljr 
entered into all the conditions of humanity, and I aMett 
that to mean that he voluntarily became invoIanlarJO^ 
ignorant even about holy things, and was, in fact, no wiser 
about the Pentateuch than any other devout Jew of ibat^ 
day may be thought to have been.* 

Now, in the first place, we do not hold, nor baa t&r 
Church ever held, that our Lord voluntarily entered iBt» 
all the conditions of humanity, as humanity now iai — 
its accidental or separable, as well as necessary condituxiaL. 
We deny it to have been possible for our Lord so to bairs- 
entered into our sinfulness as to have become, in respect 
of His human nature, personally sinful. And fur prc^ 
cisely the same reason we deny it to have been posaildk- 
for our Lord to have subjected Himself to misleading akl 
mischievous error. But why? This brings us toonr 
proofs. 

Article ii lays down various distinct propositions ; 

1st. That the Son is the word of the Father; was begottes 

from everlasting of the Father; is the yer^ «l^^ ^v^^xhA. 

God; is of one substance with the FalYvet. "Ret^ ^^\»:*«i 

foureeparate propositions, all reducible "un^et oxi^ "Vft^d^ — 

the ssaertion of our Bedeemer's true and pxo^fct ^vvvwfcj 

2nd. That this Son of God took man's nalute \si v.^^ '^ 
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of the blessed Virgin of her substance. That k to jaj, aa 
Hooker (book v., lii^ 3) explains it, "The Word," as saitliSl. 
John, ** was made flesh, and dwelt in us," The ETangelut 
useth the plural number, men for manhood, us for the nature 
whereof we consist, even as the Apostle, denying the assump- 
tion of angelical nature, saith, likewise in the plural numbor, 
** He took not angels, but the seed of Abraham." It pleased 
not the Word or wisdom of God to take to itself some one 
person amongst men, for then should that one have bean 
advanced which was assumed, and no more; but wisdom, to 
the end she might sare many, built her house of tliat 
nature which is common unto all,— she made not this or 
^at man her habitation, but dwelt in us. The seeds of 
herbs and plants at the first are not in act, but in possibility, 
that which they afterwards grow to be. If the Son of God 
had taken to Himself a man now made and already per- 
fected, it would of necessity follow that there are in Chrtst 
two persons, the one assuming and the other assumed; 
whereas the Son of God did not assume a man's person 
unto His own, but a man's nature to His own Person, and 
therefore took semejiy the seed of Abraham, the very flntt 
original element of our nature, before it was come to have 
any personal human subsistence. The flesh, and the con- 
junction of the flesh with God beiran both at one instant; 
His making and taking to Himself our flesh was but one 
act, so that in Christ there is no personal subsistence but 
one, and that from everlasting. By taking only the nature 
of man He still continueth one Person, and changeth but the 
manner of His subsisting, which was before in the mere 
glory of the Son of Grod, and is now in the habit of onr 
flesh." 

But, 3rd, the Article itself proceeds to lay down t^ 
doctrine of ihe unity of our Lord's Person in the follow- 
ing terms : " So that two whole and perfect natures, that is 
to say, the Godhead and manhood, were joined together in 
one Person, never to be divided, whereof is one Christ, Veiy 
God and Very Man." 

And then, 4th and lastly ,''it is asserted that it is this'one 
Christ, and none other, who wroughtout our redemption; 
** who truly suffered ... all actual sins of men." 

It is important, first, to perceive clearly what does not 

fbllow from the doctrine declared in this Article. [Hooker, 

T.liit, ;p. 227—231. Keble's edition, was then read.] Inpne 

expressive word, such participation tVLwe<:w\Xkft\.\i^\ifeV«^sa. 

oar Lord's divine and humai\ natuxt* a» W«.\. Oaa ^'^ "^"w^wt- 

ties of the one should ever be iuinae^ VxiX-o x\ift ^^«:^ 
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But, in the next place, it does follow from tins docttine 
thi^t although our Lord's two natures may not always ea- 
^eraie, yet associated they must ever be. Whatever is 
predicable of our Lord's human nature, is truly and pro- 
perly predicable of Christ. And whatever is predicablfe of 
oup Lord's divine nature, is truly and properly predicable 
ef Christ. And Christ, according to Artijle n, is one 
Christ, not two Christs. How does this bear upon the 
Bishop of Natal ? Thus. He predicates of the human 
nature of Christ that which, if granted, forbids faith in 
Christ Himself, except only upon one supposition, that 
there is one Person of Christ whiph was in error, but 
another Person which is infallible. It is conceivable tliat 
the infinite Son of God should have taken into His Divine 
nature another nature which has no other more distinctive 
property than that it is finite; although it is inconceivable 
how the mystery of this union was effected. And the 
doctrine that our Lord's incarnation involved this union of 
the infinite with the finite is the sap, the marrow, the very 
innermost life of the whole Catholic creed. But it is "im- 
possible for God to lie." And if Christ is one Christ, having 
vo personal subsistence except as the Son of God ; and if 
£Ee chose to make the divine authority of His oflfee as the 
Christ subservient to the propagation of statements which 
now the voice of ** truth and honesty " cries aloud to 
ui to abandon, what else did He than that which we 
have before allowed it to be " impossible " that He ever 
tfaould do ? We conclude then, that the opinion that 
Christ taught error, which the Bishop of Natal was after- 
wards to expose, is — not blasphemy ; we only do not say 
that because there is no Article of our Church which in 
terms condemns blasphemy ; but we say that it is 
fnbstantially Nestorianism ; that, admitting the integrity 
of our Lord's Divinity, it necessitates the conclusion that 
there was one Christ who was in&liible, and another Christ 
who erred, which is substantially the heresy of Nestorius; 
and is in direct contradiction to the words of the Article, 
ttat Christ is not two Persons, but one. 

Perhaps hardly anything in this extraordinary case i« 
more astonishing than the Bishop of Natal's apparent 
incapacity, as evinced by the passage on which the charge 
of this 8th Schedule is founded, to apprehend a lo;gica.l. 
distinction. In one place he is " utterly am^ii^^'^ ^iXv^x ^^^^ 
Arcbbisbop of Canterbury should have apo^en ol\i\% N«Qrt>R» 
^M derogatorjr to the person, the aUxVbxxte*, wi^ ^^^^ T?S^ 
of our Diyiae Bedeemer," and Bhould Yi«v^ c\xw«5i^\«» 
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with ignorance and imposture; and that the Archbishop of 
York shonid have ** reproached him with impating to the 
Lord of Glory ignorance of holy things, and with describing 
our Lord as a blind guide, quoting for the very Word of Life 
the baseless fables of men/* And then, from their opinioii, 
he appeals to the opinion of such Doctors of the Church, 
ancient and modern, as have imputed to our Bedeemec 
that agiioia of which so much was said some short 
time ago, as if not to know a thing was the same as to be 
in error about itl^as if, in virtue.of our Saviour's myste- 
rious subordination as the Son of Man, not to know, as 
man, the day and hour of His second coming, were one and 
the same thing with believing and teaching that His second 
advent would take place at a time when it would not take 
place, and so making a positive and direct misstatement on 
the subject,— uttering a false prophecy ! The truth, how- 
ever, probably is that if the Bishop of Natal had paid more 
attention to elementary theological distinctions, he would 
never have written his work either on the Bomans or (he 
Pentateuch. 

Bat the precise character of the Bishop of Natal's heresy 
18 made more apparent still by a comparison of the Nicene 
Creed with the peculiar form of the heresy of Nestorins^ 
The form of Nestorius's heresy was this: He denied the 
blessed Virgin to be the Theoiokoa; that is to say, he, ia 
effect, denied the Son of Grod to have been born of the 
Virgin Mary. " He imagined in Christ aa well a personal 
human subsistence as a divine;*' herein differing from the 
Church, which '* acknowledgeth a substance both di?ine 
and human, but no other personal subsistence than divine, 
because the Son of God took not to Himself a man's 
person, but the nature only of a man " (Hooker, p. 225). 
For maintaining this opinion Nestorius was condemned, 
A.D. 431, by the Council of Ephesus, a Council which has 
been heavily censured, and not without reason, for some of 
its proceedings; but which has been accepted by the subse- 
quent consent of the Western Church as having lawfully 
maintained a vital Article of the faith against a most real^ 
but an uncommonly insidious, attempt to corrupt it. Here, 
then, we have both the form and substance of the error of 
Nestorius;— the form negative, and very plausible, inasmudi 
as it wore the semblance of zeal for Christ's Di?inity; but 
ite BabBtance such as the Church could not, in faithfulness 
to ber trust, tolerate. The "B\%\vov ol ^«X"8Jl% «ctw \s 
different from that of Nestotma m iotm-, lot Vc ^^\i%^\*Sa. 
MiferibJng to our JLord, as Son o« TAwx, x\»X n^Xajsa. v\>a. 
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itnposBible to predicate of the Son of God, and so interposes 
a &tal bar in the wuy of tliat " mutual commutation," as 
Hooker calls It (v. liii, 4), or metathesis, of all terms 
applicable to the Redeemer, which it was the osten- 
sible &ult of Nestorius to deny directly. But this shows 
the two errors to be substantially one, without any other 
material difference between them than this, tliat whereas 
Nestorlus's heresy was better in form than in substance, 
the Bishop of NatH Is, being no better in substance than 
Nestorius's, is in form worse, as charging Clirist once again 
with something very like casting out devils through 
Beelzebub, viz., with having chcsen to take untruth into 
the Godhead, and upon that untruth to found His kingdom. 
And thus the Nicene Creed, neglecting particular forms of 
heresy, and witnessing only against the underlying substance 
of all heresies affecting our Lord's Person, convicts both 
Nestorius and the Bishop of Natal, simply by asserting that 
He " who for us men and for our salvation, came down 
from heaven, and was incarnate by the Holy Ghost 
of the Virgin Mary, nnd was made man,'* was none 
other than ** the only b gotten Son of God, begotten 
of His Father before all worlds, God of God, Light of Light, 
Very God of Very God, begotten, not made, being of one 
substance with the Father, by whom all things were made.^ 
For although Nestorius tried hard to turn the Creed against 
itself by insisting that the Nicene Council placed the names 
Jesus, Christ, and the Only -begotten Son first, and then Of 
those names built the doctrine of the Incarnation ; yet, as 
Bishop Pearson (vol. ii, pp. 126—7), following St. Cyril, 
shows, the term " Only-begotten," even if it were a term 
common to the humanity and divinity, is clearly proved to 
have been expounded by the council of the Eternal Genera- 
lion, by the words following, "Begotten of His Father 
before all worlds ;" and by the fact that between that ex- 
position and the Incarnation^ not one word is introduced but 
such as speaks wholly of Christ as God. And as this 
Creed is clear and express against Nestorius, no less clear 
and express is it Against the Bishop of Natal. 

Tlie Athanasian Creed needs only to be recited, as being 
a somewhat more detailed exposition of the same points 
that have already ken fully discussed. It is impossible, 
my Lords, to handle such a subject as this, and not in &q\sw^ 
«ort shrink from it under a sense of poi&OTivA wxv^<st>\x«i%."Wi 
and JnsufRciency. But I am pleading xvovf \it\oTVi \\\\i%a^» 
vrbom these deep subjects are not nevr , ^vtvA. vj\\o Vvvq»v; h»0\ 
what anspeakable ioterests Ihey involve. 1^. Wvet^'^oxe, ^^i:t 
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trgumeDtis valid in the mau, I do indeed ferrently hope thai 
no la] se or infirmity of mine may be allowed to obrtmet 
that righteous jadgment which I am persuaded was nerer 
mure due to heresy, since first the Church was invaded br 
heresy, than it is due now to the impious doctrine whiw 
uuder this schedule we have been endeavouring to ezpoae 

IX. 

I now come to the ninth and last schedule, under which 
we charge the Bishop of Natal with " depraving and im* 
pugning, and otherwise bringing into disrepute the Book 
of Common Prayer, particularly portions of the Ordioal,. 
and the Baptismal Services." This is a painful subject, on 
which I am glad to think it will not be necessary to sagr 
much ; for cur argument here is put into our handa by the 
Bishop himself, and is the strongest that can be used,— - 
namely, that the Bishop of Katal does, in efiect, plead 
guilty. That is to say, he disavows all blameworthineia^ 
and deprecates all interference in the matter; but he more 
than ncknowledges all that -ve allege against him. It ia 
for tiiis Court to determine how far that which we allege ia 
an offence against our ecclesiastical laws. 

It may possibly be thought that this subject opens up the 
whole question of clerical subscription,^a question which 
has of late been discussed with unusual, and, peihaps, un- 
precedented, interest in England. And the Bishop of Natal 
probably had that subject in his mind when he referred to 
the example of other clergymen, many of whom, he inti- 
mates are in the habit of omitting the Athanasian Creed;, 
and that, too, with the tacit connivance of their Bishopa. 
But, my Lords, these points are all beside the present mark. 
It may, or may not, be true that a considerable number of 
clergymen habituajiy omit the Athanasian Creed, and omife 
or alter other portions of the Prayer-book. And il may, or 
may not, be true tiiat their Bishops, knowing these thingBy. 
omit to correct them, and so lay themselves open to the 
charge of conniving at what they know to be really • 
breach of law and order. If any so act they of course incur • 
grave responsibility, and cannot, perhaps, be acquitted of a 
certain complicity with the very same fault that we now 
diarge against the Bishop of Natal. But, again I repeat 
that we have nothing to do now with clergymen in generaL 
And I maintain that the Bishop of NataFs depravation of the 
I'rajrcr-book is of such a characlet X\ia.l\\.\*\'ai^^'SKW» tot 
J^our Lordships to overlook it. ^. ^ ^^__ 

I will not detain the Court \)7 ft^^^^ ^^^^ ^^"^ ^""^"^ 
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ground that has been already so well travelled by my two 
coadjators in this case ; but I will rather direct your 
Lorddiips to those passages in which, as I belieye, the 
Bishop in effect pleads guilty to the charge now made 
against him. In the course of the second of the passages 
articled, these words occur : ** It is of no arail to say, 
* Hiere was a deluge of some kind or other, and this is only 
a legendary reminiscence of it.' The Church Prayer-book 
does not mean this. When those formularies were laid 
down, and clergymen were bound by a solemn subscription 
to declare their ' unfeigned assent and conseot to all things 
written in the Book of Common Prayer/ it was assuredly 
meant to bind them to express an unfeigned belief in the 
story of the deluge, as it is told in these chapters of 
Genesis, and not to some imaginary flood of any kind, 
which any one may choose at his pleasure to substitute for 
it; otherwise it would be very easy to explain away in like 
manner every single statement of the Scriptures, old and 
new, which we cannot believe. But the fact is, that by the 
present law of subscription, each clergyman is bound by 
law to believe in the historical truth of Noah*s flood, as 
recorded in the Bible, which the Church believed in some 
centuries; and he will be so bound till the legislature of the 
realm shall release the painful obligation, and relieve him 
from the duty to whicli he now stands pledged, of using a 
iiorm of prayer which involves such a statement as this." 
The Bishop has pleaded in his defence that he has been 
guilty of no offence against the laws of the United Church 
of England and Ireland by the publication of any of the 
passages articled against him. I wish his Lordsliip were 
nere to explain how he reconciles this line of defence with 
the extract just read. But in his absence, I must contend 
HuA that passage involves a full admission of his offence; 
fiir he there acknowledges that he is under express and 
stringent obligation to believe that which, together with 
other matter, it is the one object of his books to show hit 
reasons for disbelieving. 

But the Bishop, in the next paragraph but one, proceeds: 
" But what shall be said to those who cannot conscien- 
tionsly adopt either of the above methods of relieving them- 
eelves from the burden of the present difficulty, and yet > 
fKl it to be impossible to continue any longer to use such 
words in a solemn address to the Almighty? I a^^ '^^ 
remedy for these hut to omit ancYv vjox^^, \.si ^\w^^^ "Oofe 
law of the Church on this point, and ta>t^ X\v^ <!»\i%^^sjasxssi.«V 
of the Mct, should any ovei-zealona \iToX\i«t c\fei>K. ox\a.ij^'»»' 
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J them before a court, and enforce a penalty in the face 
4df an indignant nation." And again: '*Atthe time when 
^pc ipere admitted into her ministry, we heartily belieyed 
Whst we then professed to beMeve, and we gave our assent 
^nd consent to every part of her Liturgy. Bat we did not 
Innd ourselves to believe thus always to the end of our 
9wcB, God forbid that it should be supposed by any that 
-tiie Church of England had committed so great a sin aa to 
lond in this way, for all future time, the very consciences 
<€lier clergy. But we engaged in her service, it is true, 
mpon <;crtain conditions, in virtue of which we were subject 
to tier laws, and amenable to her courts in case of disobedi- 
>«Bce. I^ therefore, in obedience to a higher law than that 
of the National Church,--if in obedience to the law cf truth, 
which is the law of God, — if, in dearest love to our 
«pintual mother, and truest sense of duty towards her, we 
^slow feel it necessary to disobey, deliberately, any one of 
fcer directions, we must be prepared, of course, for the 
•comequences of such an net, which, in her present state of 
iiniorance as to the real facts of the case, and the perilous 
^dangers whicli threaten lier, she may choose to inflict upon 
-«L In the end, we know, we shall be justified for the very 
^etn which may now be condemned." 

The Bishop of Natal in these extracts most distinctly 
4ttVnowledges that the position to which his opinions have 
vsdueed him is incompatible with obedience to the law. 
Vidier the position must he abandoned, or the law must be 
tivokcn. Tlie Bishop docs not leave us in doubt as to the 
•course whicli he Itimself will pursue. And he prescribes 
the same n niedy for all others who are, or ever may be, in 
4he same difficulty. There is absolutely no limit to the 
^inciple ot disobedience which is here recommended. 
X[ow far such language can be reconciled not only with the 
'ibrmal engagements into which the Bishop entered when 
iw was first * admitted into the ministry of the Church/ 
^vt with his comparatively recent obligations as a Bishop, 
it i« for your Lordships to determine. I simply contend that 
'lie here fully admits all that we charge against him ; and 
^ands onvicted out of his own mouth, or rather by the 
witness of his own pen, of a^violation of his ordination and 
consecration vows and engagements, such as cannot be 
passed over. 

I do not attempt on a point so patent to construct 
^njr argument. But there is one plea M-hich the 
MMop urges in his defence "wYdch 1 NVvivA^ >a^?. ^wa 
MJmadBbipa to notice. It is contained \Ti xVi^ V^'^o.^m^ 
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passage: ** But will they be condemned by the great body 
«f Intelligent laity? Is not this the way by which, in 
England, all laws become disused and practically abroji^ated, 
long before they are formally and legally annulled? At 
this moment, how many are there of the clergy who nerer 
read the Athanasian Creed? And do their Bishops compel 
them to do so! Should, howeyer, a prosecution be set on 
foot in such a case, and a clergyman be suspended or ex- 
pelled from the Church of Englant), because he could not 
bear to approach the holy presence of God by addressing 
Him as tlie Being, who of His great mercy did save Noah 
and his family in the ark from perishing by water, then 
may we sooner attain the freedom which is needed to make 
the Church of England what it professes to be— the Nation- 
al Church— and to realize the principle which, however 
lost sight of and practically ignored in these days, is yet 
involved in the very fact that her Bishops arc seated in 
Parliament, not surely as the heads of a mere sect, but as 
the representatives of the whole commujiity, in its reli- 
gious capacity, and, therefore, in these days, of every form 
-of earnest religious thought within the realm.** 

I omit to dwell upon the teaching of the first two 
sentences, — ihe implied recommendation to break tlie laws 
as the surest step towards procuring that they shall be 
abrogated. It is the last sentence to which I would call 
attention, where the presence of the Hume Bishops in the 
Imperial Parliament is interpreted to mean that they are 
*' the representatives of the whole community in its reli- 
gious capacity, and, therefore, in these days, of every form 
of earnest religious thought within the realm;*' this doc- 
trine beine employed to cover the practical conclusion 
that the National Church ought to be turned into some- 
thing in which every form of modern religious thought 
may have a place. Whether or not this is a correct 
explanation ot the political status of our English Bishops 
in England, it is' not for me to say; but admitting the 
explanation, for the sake ot argument, to be just, it is 
important to notice that the Bishop of Natal is not the 
Bishop of a see in England. He can, therefore, derive no 
advantage from that argument. Ihe Bishops of our 
Church in Soutli Africa, however closely we may be con- 
nected with the Church at home in many respects, are 
certainly not the representatives of the reli^iouA l\fi& ^\i^ 
thought of the community. "We ex\al \\etfe «k» «. TOA\giSS'^» 
bodjr on precisely the same terms on wYi\<i\v «J\ <5lCcv^^ x^ 
^ous bodies round about ua ex.vat, aa\iovixk^Xo\L^'Oaftx^^ 
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dootrines, and confessions, andibrmularies which those who- 
bdlong to US must recognize as the prime condition <k 
Monging to ns at all. Let these be obliterated, and, as a 
distinct Christian body, we cease to be. And the Bishop 
of Natal, as Bishop of a Church so circumstanced, mast be 
oonsidered to be bound by the faith and rules of the par- 
ticular society of which be is a bishop, quite irrespectively 
of the community at large. I argue, then, that this plea 
oanuot avail him. I contend that the teaching inculcated 
in^hese extracts would work disastrously anywhere; bat 
that to allow it here would be to shut our eyes to the facta 
of our position, and would speedily be fatal to our very 
being as a Church. 

And here closes our case[against the Bishop of Natal. We 
have not affected to argue it as lawyers. We have regarded 
it as a case strictly within the precincts of that branch of 
tiie Church of Christ to which the Bishop of Natal and our- 
selves belong. The inquiry throughout has been a com- 
parison of the published teaching of the Bishop of Natal 
with the doctrinal standards of the English Church. This 
comparison has involved at every step the discussion of 
most grave theological questions, which have demanded 
chiefly an acquaintance with theology ; and although 
a grievous want of books— to say nothing of my own 
deficiencies— has prevented me from affording to the Court 
as much assistance as I could have wished, our utter inex- 
perience of merely legal contentions is the best pledge that 
we have all endeavoured to take the case on its substantial 
merits. We can now only hope, under God, that substan- 
tial justice may prevail. 

To state the matter concisely, it appears to stand thus : 
The Bishop of Natal has published a commentary on the 
Somans, which teaches that the preaching and acceptance 
of the Gospel have no necessary connection with the salva- 
tion of mankind ; and also two volumes on the Pentateuch 
and Book of Joshua) (Farts I and II), which profess to be 
legitimate criticism on the Holy Scriptures, but which 
maintain opinions concerning the Bible generally, and the 
earlier books in particular, for which the writer himself 
can make room only by supposing that our Lord taught 
error. And, accordingly, our Lord is represented in these 
books to have taught error; to have accepted ignorantly, as 
a part of His Jewish education, certain radical misconcep- 
Hona and deiusions on the subject oi Wie \tm<& ^V\^T«.cter and 
authority of the Old Testament, to Yi«^^ \%wwwd>\i y^vs^^- 
£»ted those delusions and misconcepiVoixfi, wi^iafc^^wKc^l* 
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them. 

With respect to the Commentary on the Boman«, the 
necessity which the writer was under to employ Scriptural 
language, and affix some probable meaning to that lan- 
guage, has had the effect of disguising to a considerable 
extent the elements of positive error which pervade it. Bat 
it would seem quite impossible for any one versed in theo- 
logical matters to read that book, and not perceive that it 
is from first to last a somewhat self-willed expansion of the 
distinctive tenets of Socinus. It starts from the supposi- 
tion that redemption consists in the discovery by Jesug 
Christ to the human race of the fundamental fact, that no 
Bedemption, in the sense of a true propitiatory offering for 
sin, was needed ; and that tlie reconciliation of man to God, 
the alleged formal end of Christ's coming, is to be effected 
mainly by convincing man that his deep, inborn craviog 
aft«r something which should assure him that God is now- 
reconciled to him is all resolvable into human ignoranoe of 
the true nature of God's fatherly love. The book proceed! 
to teach that the Christian, as a Christian, is not a partaker 
of any grace whicli is not already most truly shared by 
every human being, as a human being ; and that the 
purpose and benefit of the sacraments, and of 
the publication of the Gospel, is to make men fully 
conscious of the spiritual liife which they have all 
equally partaken of from the moment of their natural - 
birth, although they have not all equally enjoyed it. 
And, finally, this edifice of doctrine is crowned — so far 
logically enough -with the distinguishing tenet of Univer- 
salism,— that all suffering hereafter is to be remedial and 
purgatorial simply. Tliat such opinions contravene the 
Articles and Formularies of the Church of England, no one 
can seriously doubt. The only point needing proof, one 
would suppuse, is whether or not the Bishop of Natal does 
really maintain tlie opinions which we impute to him. If 
he does, justice surely requires that he should not continue 
to disseminate them in the name of the English Church, 
and with the authority belonging to the high and weighty 
office of one of her Bishops. 

The two books on the Pentateuch have been already 
characterized as demanding, as a primary condition a£ 
assent to them, a more or less express d^ivVoil ^IVcti^ ^^x^te&u^ 
and trnstworthinesQ of Christ. TY\a.\. X\i\% \% «w -^^tV^s.^ 
correct and fair description ottbo%e t.^o>aw>\L%>xv^«^^'»^ 
think, whojuay have read tUtm, >NVi\ d^sn^. ^\jx^^ '»'^«*s&a 
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founded on such a postulate cannot maintain the claim that 
they are consistent with the doctrine of the English Church. 
Nay, my Lords, I will be bold to say that even if our 

.judges were everyone of them unbelievers, instead of being — 
what, thank God, they are—Christian Bishops, they could 
not, if they were educated Englishmen, help knowing that 
Buch opinions are simply abhorrent to all our standards of 
doctrine. And knowing this, even though they them- 
selves personally sympathised with the Bishop of Natal's 
opinions, they could not, as just judges, help confessing the 
substantial injustice and wrong of retaining as chief ruler 
over any portion of our communion, and particularly over 
any portion of the clergy, one who had taught and pro- 
claimed those opinions; — they must, I submit, as just 

judges, allow the justice of our charges, and give judgment 
in our favour. 

My Lords, it has been pleaded on the Bishop of Katal's 
'behsAf, that admitting him to have here and there infringed 
the Articles and Formularies, the infringement has been 

•unavoidably incidental to a great literary and critical 
work for which the Church at large is so deeply indebted to 
him that it is in the last degree ungenerous to molest him. 
This is the view which the Bishop himself takes of his own 
case. He pictures himself to himself ns the leader of a 
great second reformation, or even as the apostle of what 
he seems to regard as almost a new religious dispensation 
(Part II, p. 371); and foreseeing, as a probable consequence 

•of his labours, a revival of the same blind spirit of persecu- 
tion that brought Cranmer and his brother martyrs to the 
stake, he has warned us of the odium with which '< an 
indignant nation*' may be expected to visit all who meddle 
with him. In the same spirit, the Bishop is for ever — 

-usque ad nauseam— reminding us of his consuming zeal for 
truth; and appealing to the "intelligent laity'' to take 
doctrinal revision into their own hands, and prevent onr 
professional narrowness and stupidity from ruining the 
glorious cause of Christendom's intellectual emancipation.' 
And another cry is for some reply to the book which shall 
satisfy, of course, not your Lordships, or the Church 
generally, but the Bishop of Natal, and those who, with 
him, are calling for ** a complete revision of our religious 
■views;" and if we, clergymen, cannot by our united efforts 

prodace BUch an answer, why do we prosecute, and perae- 
-cute? 
Now, clearJjr, if our Lord's ov?n woxda Tasj^j iiQ\.\jfeT€C\^^ 
on aa infallible,^i( involuntary and gcoaa exx^t ^^ Va 
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matters of fact runs through our SaTiour's teachiDg,->and' 
if it he reserved to critics yet unhorn to dispose of ninety- 
nine hundredths of His sayings as the Bishop of Natal has 
already disposed of His citations from the Old Testament; 
then, I grant, proceedings of this kind are time wasted;, 
for no truth would be left which I, for one, should care to 
spend one moment in defending. Then, all truth is gone. 
Then we, and the generations of Christians before us, are 
as men who have been dreaming; and now the Bishop of 
Natal has awakened us out of our dream, leaving us 
nothing to fear and nothing to hope for;~nothing really to 
believe or disbelieve. 

But, my Lords, we are persuaded that not our Lord's 
teaching only, but that the teaching of all who have spoken 
by His Spirit, from Moses to St. John, is the sure -and un- 
erring Word of God; and that in claiming judgment 
against the Bishop of Natal we are defending, in the only 
way practically open to us, that which not to defend would 
have been a burning and a lasting reproach to us. The 
honest fact— as everybody knows perfectly well—is this,, 
that this province must have instituted proceedings against 
the Bishop of Natal, or else must have endured that he 
should return to his diocese to brandish his heresies un- 
challenged in the faces of the faithful clergy and laity 
there; and at once in the name of the Church, and in 
defiance of her plainest teaching, and his own solemn 
TOWS, to make his high and heaven-derived commission 
subservient to the propagation of a mode of belief, so- 
called, the fundamental article ot which is that Christ 
Himself is not to be believed. 

And this suggests to us the true answer to the Bishop of 
Natal's pretence to be regarded by us as occupying the 
same moral level with Wiclifi*, and Cranmer, and the other 
Fathers of the Beformation. The two sets of facts and 
circumstances are in nothing alike, except only in this., 
that the Reformers were spokesmen of God's truth; and 
the Bishop of Natal— in common with every apostle of 
error that has ever opened his lips— c/atms to he one. But the 
differences between the moral position of the Keformers 
and the moral position of the Bishop of Natal are so wide 
and BO evident, that one really marvels at the assurance 
that has attempted to confound them. For wliat was the 
fundamental maxim of the RefoTmatiou^ T\«Kt ^V^^-^ 
Jewel] (Apolyp, 44); Nihil aula Christo, aut db Aipos.\»V*» 
yectmusalienum! Neque\€nim to, t9,t EccUsia Bei, >aa y^'V 
ceedB to eay, qua infuscari lahe aXiqud non p%mt, au\ ^^^ 
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tnterdum egeat instauratwne. Their watchword was inatait- 

ratio. Si nos sumus hcBretici cur nog e sacrts 

Saipturis non convincuntf Cur nos ad illarwn examen non. 
revocant? Cur nos non (isti) ostendunt a Christo,a Pro^ 
phetiSy ab Apostolis, a Sanctis Pairibus discessissef The 
Holy Scriptures, and primitiye tradition in submission to 
and as illustrative of, those Scriptures, were the one un* 
varying measure by which every stroke of woric was done, 
liy which every single stone was laid in thegradual uprearing 
ef the Reformed Churches, by the hands of those really 
truth -loving men. And the one grand opponent of 
their work was a foreign dominion-^an Italian Prince- 
Bishop! If France were to subjugate England for a few- 
years, and England were then, with God's help, to break 
the yoke from off her neck, must such Enghshmen as 
chanced to he fulfilling any civil office at the time, resign 
their office in order to get their consciences clear for the 
work of asserting their own rightful freedom against a 
fbreign tyranny? And should English Bishops, deriving 
their emoluments from English soil, have held themselves 
bound to resign t^ezrozm possessions into the hands of the 
stranger who had so long troubled them, and thereby ac- 
knowledge the right of the stranger, as the first step towards 
easting that stranger out? No; the very casus belli with 
Borne was that an Italian Bishop had noright to lord it over 
Englishmen; and that the happiness and spiritual health 
and freedom of England required that she should cast aft, 
not Christianity, but a foreign corrvpiion of it, enforced by 
a fbreign tyranny. There is no ground for a comparisoa 
between the English Church and nation wrestling for 
flreedom against an alien power on the unchanging princl- 
pies of revealed truth, as the primitive Church accepted it, 
and the attempt of the Bishop of Natal to force himself 
back into his diocese that, in the name of this same Be- 
ibrmed English Church, he may inaugurate a dispensation 
subversive of Christianity itself. 

But it has been argued in effect by the Bishop of Natal, 
and by others for him, that it is unfair to charge on him 
as a disqualification for office, or as per >on ally discredita- 
ble to him, what is properly a result of nothing else thaa 
fearless, but lawful criticism. * If the earth we tread on, 
being honestly and closely questioned, yh Ids facts which. 
contradict the Mosaic history ot t\\e deluge, it is rot the 
•erltfc, but the truth, that ought to be \\e\A TC%^OTv«OcAa ws>!l 
panished. If the Pentateuch conla\t\a cUw v^xwasii wt- 
wfeoce that OUT Saviour's worda conwrnm^ i* ^ws»»\ \^^ 
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io supposing the error to have proceeded from the defect- 
iveness of oar Lord's knowledge, the Bishop of Natal 
denies that he is traducing Him; for 'on the contrasy/ 
he says, * he confesses Him to be Divine; but ' he intimates 
tiiat ' lie is merely making the best of a bad case ^ that he is 
suggesting the best apology that occurs to him for Christi- 
anity as a whole, and for Christ our Lord, as the Founder 
and Centre of it. Why trouble him for this?* My Lorda^ 
I do not pretend to understand the Bishop of Natal's state 
of mind, nor am I the keeper or the judge of his cont- 
•cience. But we may judge in some degree of what he baa 
actoally written; and we may also form .some judgment 
of his more obvious and important suppressions. I will 
instance a case of suppression first. The Bisliop of Natal 
may be presumed to know that the leading facts recorded 
in the Pentateuch pervade the whole Bible; that thej 
supply the framework upon which all the rest is clothed; 
that the historical parts are so intertwined with the 0|d 
Testament riiual, and with the didactic and propbetieai 
portions, and these again— take the Epistle to the Hebrews 
as one prominent sample— so mix themselves with and 
melt away into the one grand central object of the New 
Dispensation, the death and passion of our Lord, and the 
doctrines and ordinances therein rooted, that it is a^ utterlj 
Taio to try to imagine to oneself a true and life-giv|ng. 
Gospel severed from the Old Testament, as to conceive a 
river still continuing to flow after all the higher waters, up 
io the very source, have been dried up. The Bishop A 
Natal must know enough of the Bible to be quite alive to 
all this. He must foresee that to disgrace the Pentateuch 
is to invalidate the New Testament. This may not be 
equally obvious to all. For the multitude of men, however 
^intelligent" and generally well-informed, have not aaj 
exact acquaintance with the contents of the Holy scrip- 
tures, or with the connection of the various portions of 
tiiose contents with one another. But none who have aaj 
accurate knowledge of the Bible can help knowing that 
the case is really as I state it; — that, if the Bebop's 
premisses be granted, Christianity itself must fall Why, 
then, does the Bishop flatter the multitude with vagno 
suggestions that he is working on the side of Christianity t 
Why engender the impression tViscX. \i<& ^<eavL«a ^^*Qg^a% 
more than to weed Christianity ot %qie^ ^viVQX%x ^^^ 
generdlly aclrnowJedged errors, but t^ \«k^^ ^^v.^^'^vi 
&bric of revealed truth itaeU mtwit^ '^^aa ^\«»w^ ^ 
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Natal would have appeared in ray eyes a far more Te«- 
spectable man if he had faced more courageously those 
conclusions from all that he has advanced, which he 
must know to be inevitable, and had besprinkled his book 
somewhat less with the phraseology of ordinary believers. 
He must know that he is working for the utter destruction 
of Christianity in any accepted or intelligible sense. Why 
does he not— this fearless and truth-loving man— why does 
he not plainly say so? 

But there is another feature of the Bishop's bookstand 
these are not cases of supprcFsion— whicli must, one would 
suppose, have created some uneasiness even in the minds 
of many who have been otherwise disposed to sympathise 
with him. I will cite one prominent example. The Bishop 
of Natal, in accounting for the Pentateuch, sketches in the 
iigure of the Prophet Samuel, and places him, not too dis- 
tinctly, but very prominently, in the foreground. Now 
and then this Samuel, by a dexterous dash of the pencil, is 
represented as a man for all future generations to admire ; 
he is a grand, disinterested patriot; and all that he does is 
a ''noble effort" for the best and truest interests of his 
people. But, after all, what is the deeper and more fixed 
impression of Samuel's character that we derive from the 
Bishop's account of his actual proceedings? We are given 
to understand that the composition of Exodus iii. and vi. 
was on this wise. Samuel drew for the name Jehovah, not 
as he did for many other portions of the " Elohistic Story," 
on his imagination; but— God help us! — on the idolatrous 
cuJtus of Egypt! Having thence derived the sacred tetra- 

SrammatoTiy thej appropriation of which by the |Redeemer 
as ever been accepted both by Jew and Christian as the 
most positive assertion that it was possible for Him to 
make of His true and incommunicable Godhead, Samuel's 
next proceeding is deliberately to persuade the Jews that 
the name was supematurally derived from Heaven, and he 
frames, or adapts, the story of the Burning Bush to convey 
the delusion. And the Bishop of Natal, who is evermore 
suggesting comparisons between his own devotion to truth 
and most other clergymen's comparative indifference to it, 
not only does not blame this feat of Samuel's, but even tries 
to kindle something like enthusiastic admiration of it! My 
JLords, I have no means of knowing what the majority of 
tAose laymen who have read these XjooVl^ m^y think of 
SamueFa morality, as the Bishop here "paXula \x.,w ^i >Jcvfc 
BiaouDt of love of truth and Yioneaxy ixiMi\^^«X^^ \iy ^^ 
writer who can commend sucb moxaWty. ^^^»JB:\xi^ V« 
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myself, — my own sense of truth may not be as keen as 
that of many better men, but it is at least strong enough 
to constrain me to say that I shrink from such teaching as 
absolutely shocking;— as disgraceful to him from whom it 
proceeds, and demoralizing to all, be they clergymen 
or laymen, who do not condemn it. And tliis is 
what the Bishop of Natal oflfera us for the Chris- 
tianity which he takes away! Truly, this is to give 
men a stone when they ask an egg, and when they 8$k a 
fish, a serpent! ^ But my object in touching on these topics 
is to illustrate the probable worth of the Bishop of Natal's 
repeated intimations of his extraordinary love of truth. 
And with such matter beiore us as I haye just adduced, I 
most, my Lords, maintain that we certainly jSnd 
nothing there which we can accept as any apolopry for the 
imputation of untruth to our Lord. If the Bishop of 
Natal were present, I should feel at liberty, perhaps, te 
speak even more stronglj'. In his absence, I will merely 
add that the approval given by him to the lying forgery 
which he ascribes to Samuel, and which he has dared to 
treat as the foundation of the whole Bible, seems to me the 
completest answer that could possibly have been devised to 
any claim to unusual indulgence on the score of unusual 
devotion on his part to the cause of truth and honesty. 

But it may still be urged that, whether the Bishop of 
Natal loves truth or not, he has nevertheless told us 
the truth; and that we are persecuting him because he has 
told it to us. *It is not 1/ he persists, * who pay this or 
that; it is sound biblical criticism that says sn.' The Bishop 
of Natal is an algebraist. He knows what one radical error 
will effect in the course of a long and complex calculation. 
And the fact is, that the principal mass of the Bishop^s so- 
called criticisms are a superstructure upon the radically 
Ticious assumption that external testimony is good for 
nothing. The Bishop again and again taunts the clergy at 
large with not looking facts in the face. ' He and his 
school are the men who think. We do not think. Either 
. we are too lazy, or we have not the faculty.' But let the 
Bishop of Natal take the fundamental fact of our Lord's 
resurrection from the dead, if he still accepts it, and think 
over it carefully. The same human Body th tt hung upon 
the cross died, and was buried. And on the third day that 
Body ruse from the dead, an indestructible Body, but stilL 
the same Body, bearing on it the 8caia ol W\fe nkv^mw^^ nX^*^ 
had been made in it. On wliat, \.eal\taov\'s \% ^^vX"^ ^as*. 
believed f Internal or externaV? 1\vg ^\?k\io^ Y^a^^^'Cofe 
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answer. And on similar testimony the Christifln aco^U 
the wnolc body of revelation. Our faith is built on the 
thing testified, in conjunction with all that we know of the 
exterral history of the testimony on which it reaches as. 
A given story may be in itself highly probable. But the 
character of the relater may be such that it becomes impro- 
bable purely from the circumstance that it was this or that 
particular person who related it. Another story may be 
intrinsically most improbable. But once let it be known 
that it rests on such and such authority, and its intrinsic 
unlikelihood, although it may suggest questions that 
may wait years to be answered, goes practically 
for nutliing. And so of the Bible. It has come down 
to us assured by the authority of a complex external 
testimony, such that, if its internal witness to its heavenly 
derivation were many degrees less wonderful and con- 
vincing than it is, it would still be the duty and wisdom 
of ail men to give heed to it, and accept it as from God, 
as no other book is from God, or ever has been, or ever 
shall be. So commended, the most massive and the most 
nspiring intellects of the most advanced portions of mankind 
have bowed before it all these centuries past, not as 
'* idolaters/' but as devout and humble learners. And 
intellects not less strong and free will still continue to 
submit themselves to it, and sock life out of it, as long as 
the world shall stand. DiflScuUies, doubtless, are involved 
in the Bible; and many seeming inconsistencies. Of these, 
some may yet be quite cleared up, wholly or in part, by a 
really learned, patient, and reverent criticism. Bat others 
are certain to remain— the kingdom of grace being in this 
respect, as in many others, a counterpart of the kingdom of 
nature — to exercise devout meditation, to constitute a 
discipline of intellectual humility, and at the same time 
to attract us onward, in adoring and wondering faith, ever 
nearer and nearer towards that one central and living Well 
and Fountain of all Truth, out of which nil may be eternally- 
satisfied, but which none, through all eternity, may fathom. 
But, my Lordp, this is not the opportunity for answering 
the Bijihop. We are convinced in the depths of our hearts 
that )ill his books are in the main not only superficial and 
inaccurate, but untrue. In one word, we are quite satis- 
lied that the error is not with our Redeemer, but with the 
Bishop of Natal. And although he may think his books 
///7/1 1/5 »r era We, we presume to \Y\StiV oiUx^rcvN^itv differently. 
We only feel at the same t*m\e v\\a.x. \f \va\, tvj'olV^^ ^^\&\sst. 
noBwers is more men's stale of Yveait \\vatv wR>j\\\va%*vsi'Co& 
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Bifikop's ar^ments; and tbat until some machinery shall 
be devised which shall make it compulsory on mankind to 
accept as conclusive every argument on all subjects wliich 
may really be so, no answer to the Bishop's false teaching, 
however decisive and complete, could reasonally be 
expected to effect for the Church in South Africa what 
now^ as a last resort, we hope to effect by these proceedings. 
Meantime, the Bishop is scattering his unbelief in the name 
of the English Church, and with the authority of an 
English Bishop so far in undisturbed possession of' his see. 
This state of things is quite intolerable; — one to which no 
faithful Christian can possibly consent. My Lords, we 
have no alternative but to seek through this, the Provincial 
Court of our branch of Ciirist's Church in South Africa, 
the deprivation and deposition of him by whom this shame- 
ful scandal has been caused. Our formal ground is this: 
the Bishop of Natal at his ordination as deacon and 
priest, and at his consecration as bishop, bound himself to 
all the Canonical Scriptures of the Old and New Testa- 
ments as his rule of faith and practice, and accepted cur 
Articles and Formularies as the Church's principal 
interpretative measure of the doctrines which the Scrip- 
tares contain. Since his consecration, he has impugned 
and contravened those Articles at»d Formularies in some 
grave particulars, and has openly renounced his faith in 
the Scriptures as ** God's Word written." Farther, the 
diocese of Natal was organized on the faith of what the 
Bishop of Natal at his consecration undertook; and the 
clergy of Natal successively took their oaths of canonical 
obedience to him also in faiih that he was a true man, and 
H believer in the doctrines which he had accepted and 
promised to teach. The Bishop of Natal's sense of truth 
and justice is such that he is nut ashamed to insist on 
returning to his diocese, and resuming, I cannot say the 
duties, but at least the active exercise of some of the 
powers, of the Episcopate. We maintain that he may no 
longer be permitted to do so; and since he compels us, we 
do not hesitate to put, if possible, a canonical and legal 
hindrance in his way. We trust we have convinced 
your Lordships of the righteousness of our cause. The 
condemnation of a bishop of the Church for heresjr is a 
grave and solemn thing. But, if deserved, it is t^vsLt^Vj 
even more necessary than the couderawaiXVorL vil «. ^.rv^'ax.- 
Aod it is nay fervent prayer that this Cowtt Ta?i^ \i^ >»^^ "^^ 
cowe to such a decision in this case as u\^'5 wo^ ^t^v\>^^^ 
trerjr one of your Lordships now "beioic m^ i\otfv ^^^^ 

-a. ^ 
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hereafter entertaining with a good conscience a charge of 
false doctrine against a priest or deacon. For if tile 
Bishop of Natal is not to be condemned on the charges 
now tnade against him, then, my Lords, false doctrine, as 
an ecclesiastical offence, must for this province be hence- 
forth impossible. 

v» At the close of the Archdeacon's argument, which lasted 
upwards of eight hours, and in the course of which he dis- 
cussed with great minuteness the bearing of the Church 
Ibrmularies upon each of Bishop Colenso's views, as set 
forth in the passages included in the citation; 

The Bishop of Cape Town said: The case for the pro^ 
secution having been closed I call upon the Registrar to 
read a letter of the Bishop of Natal which he has put in in 
his defence, and to which he has called the special attention 
of the Court. The letter to vehich it is a reply is on the 
table for the use of the prosecuting clergy if they desire to 
have ir. ' 

The Registrar then read the following letter: 

Bishopstowe, Aug 7, 1861. 

My dear Brothkr,-— I thank you sincerely for your letter 
on the subject of my Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans. 
1 cannot be surprised at your writing .so earnestly and seriously,, 
holding the views which you do oitsomc of the points which I 
have discussed. But, as you will have learned from my last 
letter, it is too late now to stop the publication of the book, 
even if I desired to do so. Whatever you may think it right 
to say or do in the matter, I am quite sure that you wiU only 
act from a sense of duty to what you believe to be the truth»- 
wliich compels you to set aside all personal feelings, in obedience 
to a higher law. In writing what I have written, and pub- 
lishing it, I, too, have done the same, though conscious that I 
should thereby cause pain to yourself, and others, whom I 
entirely esteem and love. It is true that you have mistaken 
some of my expressions ; others (forgive me for saying it) you. 
seem to me to have misjudged. But in respect of others, I am 
well aware that my views differ strongly from yours ; though I 
believe that I have said nothing Jin my book which is not in 
accordance with the teaching of the Bible, or which transcends 
the limits so liberally allowed by the Church of England far 
freedom of thought on such subjects. I Mill now touch, one by 
one, on the several points to which you have drawn my atten- 
tion. 

J . I have no doubt whatever that the Canonical Books of 
Scripture do contain errors, and some ywy ^ave ones, in 
matiers qffactf and that the historical iiaTtak\.\Ne^ «c^ wit \»\» 
depended on as true in all their delaiia. \ \xw^ TifcN«^ ^\».\ft^ 
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this pnblicly; but surely, in this age of critical inquiry, 
€very intelligent student of the Scriptures must be aware 
of the truth of what I say. It is vain to deny what is 
patent to any careful and conscientious reader, who will set 
himself to compare one passage of Scripture history with 
another. And, 1 must say, I had supposed that thei-e were 
very few in the present day, except in a very narrow school of 
theology, who would contest this point. 

For instance, Joseph was thirty years old when he " stotA 
before Pharaoh" (Gen. xli, 36), at which time, therefore, Judah 
was thirty-four ; since Jacob married Leah and Rachel afber 
he had been seven years with Laban (xxix, 20, 21), and Judah 
was his fourth son by Leah, and Joseph was born when he had 
been fourteen years with Laban (xxx, 25, 26; xxxi, 41), and, 
therefore, Judah could not have been more than /o«r years older 
than Joseph. Now the time that Joseph '■'■ stood before Pharaoh," 
nine years elapsed, seven of plenty, two of fEiminc, before 
Jacob went 'down to Egypt (xlv, 6) ; when Judah, therefore, 
must have been forty-three years old. But (xlvi, 12), we find 
that Judah's sons, Pharez and Zarah, and the sons of Pharez, 
Hezron and Hamul, were among the seventy souls who went 
down to Kgypt with Jacob ; and Gen. xxxviii ^ves us the full 
account of the birth of Pharez and Zarah. !trom this, it ap- 
pears that Judah grew up to maturity, took a wife, had three 
flens by her in sttccessionj and each of these grew up to matu- 
rity, after which Judah's transaction with 'i'amar took place, 
and she had by him these two sons, Pharez and Zarah, and 
Pharez gfrew to maturity, and had two children — and all this 
before Judah was forty -three years old! In that time he 
might have become twice over a grandfather ! I need hard^ 
observe that this unquestionable " error in matter of fact**tH 
the more important, inasmuch as the names of Pharez and 
Hezron occur in the genealogy of Matt i. 

So again, in the New Testament, it is impossible that Matt, 
iii, 17, and Mark i, 11, or that Matt, xxvi, 46, and Mark xv, 34, 
should both be strictly true. In Mark x, 46, the blind man is 
healed, as our Lord was going out of Jericho ; in Luke xviii, 35, 
u He was enteri$ig into Jericho. 

Of course, the above are only a few instances, such as occur 
to me on the moment, of a multitude of others, which may be 
found in the Scriptures. And they are not mere discrepancies 
(such as that one blind man is named in one place, and two in 
another), which may admit of explanation, but absolute contra- 
dictions in matters of fact, to deny the existence of which would^ 
for me at all events, be dishonest and immoral^ «.vA \&S!^ 
unworthy, as it seems to me, of any ouft vrVio T«a\\^ Ni^\x«^^^^ 
genera/ historical truth of the Scriptures. .^^ 

Bat I have nowhere said what you Yiave %asv««^^^^^^ ^*1S<^ 
addition to the above, namely, — ^tliat "itiapVwX.\oxs.«W^^!;Aj^ 
exhibited not in the declaration of t?ic rery truth, Vcvx^^v>o 
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revealed to our faith respecting Himself and the way of salva- 
tion by Christ, but in the spirit and the life which breathes 
throughout the Holy Book," &c. I say that " the very truth'* 
is *^ the spirit and the life," and not the mere words m whleh 
that truth may be conveyed to us. 

With respect to the latter portion of your remarks on this 
subject, I prefer using the language of the Consecration Service, 
namely,— that I am persuaded that the Holy Scriptures contain 
sufficiently all doctrine required of necessity for eternal salva- 
tion, which is identical with that of the Cth Article ; so that 
both together express sufficiently the mind of our Church. In 
this sense, of course, I do receive the Holy Scriptures as the 
** rule of faith." But I object to bind mj'self to such expres- 
sions as yours, which are neither in the Bible nor the Prayer- 
book, and may easily have a meaning given to them very dif- 
ferent from what either you or I intend by them. It would be 
easy, for instance, for me to say that I believe the Bible to 
" contain the unerring word of God's revealed truth." The 
question, then, would be, what is meant by God's revealed 
truth ?" Ts it " the spirit and the life," or the mere words 
of the Bible? And if the latter, as I understand you 
to say, then are all the words of the Bible part of 
God's revealed truth ; for instance, the story of the bhrth 
of Pharez and Hezron, above referred to ? You once told 
mc, I think, that you held the genealogies in Chronicles to be 
the ** Word of God," and, therefore, I suppose are inspired, 
** unerring word of God's revealed truth." ^ow I cannot be- 
lieve this. I imagine those tables to be mere transcripts of 
family registers, perhaps not even that : and I know them to 
be full of errors and contradictions, which are not in any way 
to be accounted for by mistakes iu the transcription of monu- 
•cripts. 

So, too, when you say that the dogmatic teaching of the Bible 
must be received by all Christians, of course I can assent to this. 
But then I believe that the dogmatic teaching of St. Paul in the 
Romans is just what I have set forth in my book ; and you judge 
differently. 

I certainly do say, and will maintain, that to the man himself 

there is but one lawgiver — the law within the heart — to which* 

in some form or other, he must bring every question of morals 

or of faith for judgment. One man has fully persuaded himself 

that the letter of the Bible is the revealed Word of God. When 

his reason is satisfied of this, his conscience tells him that at all 

cost of bodily or mer>.tal pain he must hold to the letter of the 

Bible. Another's conscience keeps him, in like manner, subject 

implicitly to the dicta of his Church, when his reason is once 

MtisUcd that the Church has a right to eomm«LTvdVv\in.« And each 

of these will test his conduct coTvt\n\xo\\5,\i^\iT\n^w\t W-Vo^ft 

comparison with the words of t\\e BVbV. ox \\v^ C>KvaO£\,>wJssi^ 

the tribunal of his conscience. If Ua\xeM\ ^e^ xv^\. w^tAKOHx 
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him in this review, he will be satisfied, and *'■ have confidence 
before God," though all the while his conscience may really be 
iigared by slavery to a defective judgment of his reasoning 
powers. Another takes a different view of inspiration, as I do 
myself, and believe that God's Spirit is indeed speaking 
in the Bible to all who will humbly seek and listen to 
His teaching, but that, even when wc read the different 
portions of it, we are to " try the spirits, whether they are of 
God, to prove all things, and hold fast that which is good/' to 
** compare spiritual things with spiritual" — that is a part of Our 
glorious, yet solemn, responsibility to do this, — that, having th» 
Spirit ourselves, " an unction from the IJoly One, that we may 
have all things," having the promise that we shall be " guided 
into all truth" if we seek daily to have our minds enlightened 
and our consciences quickened, by walking in the Light already 
vouchsafed to us, we are not at liberty to shake off this respon- 
sibility of judging for ourselves whether this or that portion of 
the Bible has a message from God to our souls or not ; God will 
not relieve us from this responsibility; He will not give us 
'What, in one form or other, men are so prone to desire — an in- 
fallible external guide — a voice from without, such as men often 
wish to substitute for the voice within. 

II. On the second point to which you refer, I believe that my 
language is entirely in accordance with the Second and Ninth 
Articles of our Church ; and I must say that I am surprised that 
you should have remarked as you have done on this subject, 
when I have written in my book as follows : 

Pnge 65. '* With this knowledge of our sinful state, and with- 
out the Gospel, we should indeed be bound down under a weight 
of woe, under the consciousness of a heavy burden, helplessly 
aware of our coming doom, and even now feeling it beforehand. 
Having thus the certainty of the curse upon us, being, indeed, 
under it already," &c. 

Page 67. " Our death is no longer a token of the curse lying 
heavily upon us." 

Pas;e 68. '* Through that precious bloodshedding the whole 
race has been redeemed from the curse." 

Page 97. *' We shall die — no longer, as incurring a part of the 
curse of our fallen nature." 

Page 106. ** The curse of their sinfUl nature has been taken 
away." ^* By their natural birth they feel at once as fallen, 
sinful creatures under a condemnation of death." 

Page 112. ** The cloud of guilty fear has been removed, which 
must otherwise have hung, by reason of the sin in our nature, 
between our souls and the blessed face of Grod." 

But, indeed, there are innumerable paaa«L^<^«^ \Tk.N«V\Ocv \s^i 
book diatinctly implies and expresses Ww \i<i\\c^ vV-sOv. <^^^C«5«. 
suffered as a sacrifice for original g»uvVt, ^ n^«iVV «a isst vwcXxw^ 
eina of men, wVv%Jt» 

ilT. With regard to the Atonement, \ \i«\\eN^, ot wsv>xwfe>'«^^ 
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I have expressed the mind of St. Paul upon this point. I most 
assuredly do not "deny that our Lord was a true propitiatory 
lacrifice for our sins," as you say ; for I have distinctly said (p. 68) 
that " we are privileged to look at Christ Jesus, through faith in 
His Blood, and hehold in Him the propitiation for our sins, the 
object which makes us acceptable to God." I have no less 
distinctly expressed my belief that "we have redemptioB 
through His Blood, even the forgiveness of sins;" for I have 
said (page 69) " through that precious bloodshedding the whole 
face has been redeemed from the curse." And I am sure that 
there are other passages where, in other like words, I have said 
the same. 

But I do deny that His was a vicarious sacrifice, in the sense in 
which I understand you to use the word, namely, that He endured - 
in our stead the weight of God's wrath, He bore the penalty 
due to our sins. I believe that neither the expression nor tiie 
idea is scriptural ; nor is either to be found in the Prayer-book. 
In the New Testament it is invariably said that our Lord suffered 
or died /«7/per, on behalf of, not anti, instead of, the children 
of men — the same expression being used as when the shepherd 
is said to lay down his life for, not instead of, the sheep, oe 
where St. Peter sa3'S "he will lay down his life /or his Lord,, 
or where St. Paul says *'he is ready, not only to be bound, but 
also to die, for the name of the Lord Jesus." There are passages 
without number where the preposition hyper ia used of our 
Lord's suffering or dying for us, in several of which some 
manuscripts read person account of, 'but not one of them 
reads anii, instead of, in place of. Nor is there one single 
instance in the whole New Testament where the word antilutron 
is used in this connection. The[only approach to it is in the use of 
the expression anti poUon, which occurs in Matt, xx, 28, 
Haxk X, 45, where, however, nothing is implied about en- 
dvttii^g God*s wrath in our stead, as if He ransomed us out 
of God's hand; and nothing more is said than I have said 
myself iu page 97, ^^Now that He, our Head, has paid 
that debt, we are free;" and in page 110, "we have paid 
this debt to Sin, the tyrant [which was needed that we 
might be ransoined teom. his power], because He has paid 
it ;" and on page 111, " He paid a sufficient debt to Sin, the 
tyrant, to release us from any further necessity of dying ? And 
so St. iPaiil, having used a similar expression in 1 Tim. ii, 6, ho 
dous Iieauion antihUron hyper panton explains his meaning in Tit. 
ii, 14, to be— not He ransomed them from the hand of God, bat 
He ransomed them from the possession and power of evil, Aos 
edoken heauton hyper hemon hina lutrosetai hemets apo pases anmnias 
I repeat the assertion, ther« is not a single expression in the 
whole New Testament which distVactXy ito^VSiea ^CtuaX. CV^ns^ «af-- 
£sred the we/g-Jht of Ills Father's wxatfii m o\a ^\ft«^ \X ^ct^Y*, 
0arely it can be produced. The single igasaae.* -joxxojMAft— ^%fe 
Be bore our jsins in His own "body onthfttwe — ^Q«aiM3k.^xw^M, 
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Tf, indeed, the doctrine of vicarious suffering of God*8 wrath in 
our stead were distinctly taught in other passages of the New 
Testament, these words of St. Peter might be explained to have 
this meaning. But in themselves they do not express it. He 
** bore our sins," not the penalty due to our sins. And in the same 
chapter of Isaiah to which St. Peter refers, we read *' He bore 
our sorrows, and carried our sicknesses," which words St. Matthew 
quotes (viii, 17), just after our Lord had healed many sick per- 
sons, to express (as I understand it) His sympathizing and 
sharing in all the sorrows and woes of fallen humanity. In the 
jBame sense I understand the words " He bore our sins." For our 
sakes He took the likeness of sinful ilesh, He was made sin. He 
suffered and died as a sinner. He bore our sins, as He bore our 
sorrows. His whole life of obedience culminating in the death 
upon the cross. But there is not a word here of His bearing 
the weight of God's anger in our stead. 

When you say that my language is not always consistent 
with itself, that it is in some places more evangelical than others, 
I must respectfully contest this, and assert that my language is 
the same throughout, as evangelical in one place as another, 
though it is not possible on every page to produce all that one 
would say upon the great subject concerned, especially when 
the thoughts of the commentator must follow those of the ori- 
ginal writer. How it can be said that I maintain that our Lord 
came to " release us only from the power and dominion, not from 
the guilt of our sins," with such passages as I have written, not 
only on the pages you have quoted (68, 94, 95, 161, 102), but in 
many others where the subject led to it, I cannot conceive, as 
e,g. , page 65, ** With this knowledge of our sinful state, and with- 
out the Gospel, we should be bound down under a weight of 
woe, helplessly aware of our coming doom, having the certainty 
of the curse upon us," or page iii, " The cloud of guilty fear has 
been removed, which must other\i"ise have hung, by reason of 
the sin in our nature, between our souls and the face of Crod." 
You ask me how I can reconcile my teaching with the plain 
declaration of the 2nd Article, which declares that " Christ 
truly suffered to reconcile His Father to us, and to be a sacrifice, 
not only for original guilt, but for the actual sins of men." I 
answer that, as to the latter portion of this Article, I have 
repeatedly asserted it in my book ; only I see nothing in this 
Article about a vicarious sacrifice, and I have taught that it 
wsa a, propitiatory BBjcn&cc — ^thus He came to offer, in His life 
anddeathof perfect obedience, a propitiatory sacrifice on oup 
behalf, well pleasing and acceptable unto God, so that the 
.Father looks upon the Son, is satisfied in Him, and with us in 
Him. My whole book teaches, in the wotda of l\ife ^\^\. ktVh53«i, 
that " the offering of Christ, once moL^e, \^ ^'o.X. ^«t;K^^\.^^- 
demption, propitiation, and satisfaction fox ^^ ^vos ^"i ^^^ 

whole world, both original and actual-, oadliXiCt^H&^ao^^ ovasst 

satisfaction for an but that alone.'' 
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.\s to the fonner portion of the 2nd Article, I am sorry tha(fc 
the expression is there used, '* to reconcile the Father to us," 
because it is not scriptural, and it is liable to be misinterpFeted. 
But these words of our Church cannot be meant to contracUot 
or set aside the Apostle's own words, when he says that " all 
things are of God, who hath reconciled us to Himself by Jesus 
Christ," that "God was in Christ, reconciling the world unto 
Himself, not imputing their trespasses unto them." There is, 
of course, a sense in which a father displeased requires to be 
reconciled to his child, though tenderly loving him all the 
while that he corrects him and manifests his anger towards 
him. I have thought that our Lord came, at His Father's 
own command, to reconcile His Father and our Father in this 
sense to us; and I have used the expression on page 89, ''one 
reconciled or, rather, reconciling Father and Friend." 

IV. The Scripture teaches -us that *' God is love." Being 
perfect love, He must be perfectly holy, just, and righteous. 
And surely my book in a hundred places speaks as strongly of 
God's loving correction of the wilful and disobedient as of His 
loving delight in the faithful and true. It cannot, I say it con- 
fidently, be justly laid to my charge that I overlook the 
holiness, and justice, and righteousness of God, though cer- 
tainly I do not hold the dogma that God cannot forgive sin, 
even in an infant, without taking vengeance for it, without 
inflicting on some one pain and bitter anguish as a penalty. 

I do hold that all men are justified before God, using the 
word in the sense in which St. Paul uses it throughout this 
ejnstle, not in that which modern theologians may perhaps 
assign to it. I do not hold that our justification depends on our 
faith, because that would make it a matter of works, in direct 
opposition to St. Paul's teaching. Our salvation is a totally 
different thing from our justification. Being Justified, we are 
to " work out our salvation," and, therefore, for this we must 
have faith. 

But with St. Paul the word "salvation" means something 
very difi*ercnt from the miserable notion commonly attached to 
the word, of mere deliverance from the pit of woe. He means 
by it the being saved from that divine displeasure which is de- 
clared against all wilful unfaithfulness, and which will be mani- 
fested upon us Christians, above all others, if wc do not live 
according to the light vouchsafed to us, and answer to the 
gracious end to which we have been called. To *' work out 
our salvation," means, with St. Paul, to live faithfully as be- 
comes the children of God, who arc privileged to know that 
they are justified and brought near to their Father's footstool, 
and being prepared here on earth for His glory. It is to be 
labouring daily with the grace uVteadN ^N«ii to coat off the 
works of darkness, and put on more anamoxe oi >i^v^ wcmwsx ^S. 
JIght, and so not incur the ^spleasuxe oi outIait^, ^^^'CdSx:^. 
or ua faithful servants, and require B\a a»«t>f <i\tfk^>L\afc\sv«iAA. 
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This is what he means by ^' working out our salvation/' and' 
being " saved from wrath," that wrath which is declared, not- 
against the guilt of our fallen nature, or the sins of impurity 
and ignorance, in respect of all which " God was in Christ recon- 
ciling the world unto Himself," but against all who sin wilfully, 
whether by actual transgressions or slothful negligence, who- 
"keep back the truth," which they know, " in unrighteousness."" 

1 do not agree with your statement of my ideas about faith, 
viz.: that *' what faith does for us is to make known to us, to- 
give us a conscious assurance of what would be equally true, 
whether we have it or not, that God looks upon us as righteous 
in His Son," I do not think that faith does this for us : it is the 
" conscious assurance" of something which in itself Is true, 
whether we believe it or not, the realizing of things hoped for, 
the conviction of things unseen. The words, however, which 
you have quoted from page 12, 1 entirely abide by ; I am certain- 
that this is what St. Paul intends to teach in this epistle. 

1 think you have not rightly read what I have said 
on page 74. I have not said, as you appear to think, 
that *^ justification consists in being lustitied in one^s 
own conscience." Quite the contrary. I hold that we 
are justified in God^s sights whether we know or believe it, or 
not. But I said that in tlie particular passage then under con- 
sideration, and in some other places, '*both here and else- 
where,'* not, generally, everywhere. St. Paul is using the word> 
justified with reference especially to those who, like Abraham, 
were privileged to know that they were justified — had had. 
brought home to them consciously this gift of righteousness,, 
though really justified already in God's sight, as he was. 

But when, after quoting this and other passages, you go on 
to say, " If these views are true I cannot see why we need to- 
preach the Gospel to the heathen , it seems to me that you take 
away the great motive for doing so; they are, without our 
teaching, accepted, righteous, justified, saved." I really hardly 
know how to reply to this — not because I cannot reply to it, 
but (pardon me for saying so) because I am amazed that it 
should be necessary to make a reply to it. 

In the first place, I have taught that neither they nor we 
shall be "saved," if we die in impenitence, each according to* 
the light he has received. Bnt it is plain that you are speaking 
only of endless horror in the pit of woe, whereas I am thinking 
df that Divine displeasure which every human being will in- 
cur who lives unfaithfully in proportion to the light he ha» 
received, and dies in impenitence. I have said accordingl;^' 
(page 95), " We shall be saved from that wrath by having our 
faults freely pardoned for His sake when confessed and r6pcnt€<J 
of. In what way that anger will take effetl oii iVv^ vkk^«wvV«oX 
in the eternal woMy God only knows; "bul vie Yv«v^ ^i>s^^ ^^gix««^ 
iff it in tJie eternal doom and fire, and \\\e owtct ^fixVussa. 
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But have we no motive to preach such a Gospel as St PanlV, 
according to my views of it, to the heathen? To tell them 
that God loves them, that He, after whom they have been 
groping in the darkness, has heen caring for them all along, and 
now calls them near to Himself, that they may know Him more 
fully and the rich treasures of His love ? Why, this is the very 
life and soul of missionary work. It has been my joy for seven 
years past thus to publish the Gospel of the grace of God ,- and, 
if you could witness the effect upon those who heard the message 
you would not doubt that it was at 'least as effective astJiat 
Gospel, "• which is not a Gospel," which is so often preached to 
them. Is the Gospel, then, only a means for *^ saving" men's 
souls from endless misery ? • And because they, who are faith- 
ful with their fraction of a talent without it^ noay be as safe as, 
that is, not more or less safe than, Christians with their ten 
thousand talents, is there no work to be done among the hea- 
then that the hearts of our fellow-men ma}' be gladdened and 
their eyes enlightened, and their spirits filled with life, and, 
above all, that God's gracious command may be obeyed, and His 
Name be glorified ? 

1 do believe that my teaching on this subject in this book is 
** in full accordance with the plain teaching of the Church 
which I am pledged to guard and maintain, as laid down in 
her Articles." and above all, with my consecration vow. 

V. You have been long aware that I do not agree with those 
who hold what is called the '^ Sacramental System," and that I 
regard their views as unsound and unscriptural. But I have 
not spoken of the sacraments as only signs, and not also '* means 
of grace," when duly received. Here, also, I cannot admit that 
my language is at all inconsistent with itself. It is perfectly 
consistent firom my own point of view. Of course, we heax a 
right — every human being has, if he only knew it, and even a 
heathen may know it in a measure, and exercise it — to call upon 
the " Faithful Creator " as our Father and Friend. (Does not 
St. Paul allow this, when he quotes a heathen poet's words 
as true '' We ore His offspring? ") But in baptism we have that . 
right declared and assured to us in the most gracious manner ; 
we are then taken formally into the family of God ; we are 
made children in a higher sense of the word. 

I have said that the ''■ inward and spiritual ^ace," or free 
gift in baptism, is '* something that is given us m Clurist [vis. : 
our dying to sin and rising to new life, by virtue of our union 
with Him in His death and resurrection-life], which is set 
forth to us in the sacrament,— of which we are partakers, 
which is bestowed freely upon us and upon all mankind, and 
depends not in any way on the spirit in which we come or are 
brought to the sacrament." i^d-jouT^maiiVL *^^\3S«iV3> ^hia 
is to speak of it as a bare sign, Tio\. «» ^i>a» xassama <*. 
-conveying any gift or blessing to ws," "B^^jA. ^^VoSet^iv^yb S& 
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quito unnecessary. The free gift of God is set forth to us in 
either sacrament ; it is for us to embrace it, as far as we are 
able, by a true living faith. 

It is true that, as to the " free gift" of God, which is set forth 
to us in the saoramemt of baptism, I have taught that we all 
share, through God's goodness, from our very birth-hour, with- 
out our own co-operation, in the benefit of having ** died to Sin," 
as a tyrant that has any right to hold us in his grasp, and being 
made " alive unto Gtod" by virtue of our union with the Great 
Head of our race. To infants, then, the sacrament, as the 27th 
Asticic teaches, is but the instrument by which thev are grafted 
into God's inner family, the Church, and by which His promises 
and their adoption to be His children arc visibly signed and 
sealed to them. Whereas to aduUs^ coming in the right f^pirit, it 
is a means of "confirming faith," already existing, and 
*' increasing grace," of which they are already partaking, not 
by virtue of any mysterious efficacy of the sacrament itself, as 
such, but **by virtue of prayer to God." 

With respect also to the Lord's Supper, I have taught in this 
book, and more fully in my '* Sermons on the Eucharist," that 
we arc all partakers in like manner, from our birth-hour, of tho 
benefits flowhig from the body and blood of Christ, which is 
the "free gift" of God, set forth to us in that sacrament. But 
this sacrament, as the Church Catechism teaches, is ordained for 
the continual remembrance of the sacrifice of the dcatli of 
Christ, and of the benefits which we receive thereby; and, 
coming to it faithfully, we shall be privileged to draw continu- 
ally by it, as a means of grace, more and more life from the 
Fountain of Life. 

Having my book on the Romans before you, and having so 
recently had occasion to read with some attention my " Sermons 
on the Eucharist," I cannot conceive how you can find any just 
reason for quoting against me the words of Articles xxv, xxviii, 
andxxix, the Commuuion Service, Homilies and Catechism, with 
which, as I believe, the views which I have expressed in these 
publications as to the nature of the two sacraments arc in 
entire accordance. I cannot say the same of the ^ Sacramental 
System," which I believe to be opposed to the I^ayer-book, 
You say that these Articles, &c., '* include my saying that all 
men are partaking everywhere, at all times, of Christ's body and 
blood, whether in the sacraments or out of them, whether they 
feed upon them by living faith or not." I have shown more 
fully in my " Sermons on the Eucharist" my grounds for making 
this assertion, viz., that all men have life, spiritual as well as 
bodily, that they could have no life (as our Lord tells us) without 
** eating His flesh and drinking His blood," — that, consequently, 
they do partake of His body and blood, and so (as Waterland 
says), " our Lord's general doctrine in John vi, a^i^toa Vq «^M^\x«R^. 
from all particaiars/and to resolve into \3a\s, \iaa\, 'w\v«^^v^t \o\xK 
j2iM or without^ whether in the sacraments or out o;f \\\^ *acrra.- 
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ments, trbcther before Christ or since, whether iu covenant or 
out of the covenant whether here or hereafter, no man ever was, 
is, or will be accepted, but in and through the grand propitiation 
made by the blood of Christ." I know that you do not agree in 
this view, but I am at least not singular in holding it. 

VI. I must confess that it does appear to me that you are 
finding grounds of objection in my book which do not really 
exist, when 3'ou say that my language on the judgment ^'leaves 
you in doubt whether I believe that God has apjyointed a day in 
which He will judge the world in righteousness:" and this, 
notwithstanding that I have written thus : Page 48, *^ When- 
ever Christ shall appear, to visit and judge in His Father's 
Name, now amidst the affairs of daily life, as well as on ^ 
great day of future account^ " The gift of righteousness is 
being continually renewed to such as these, by the free for- 
giveness of sin in this life, as well as finally declared on the 
ureat day of account. ^^ 

'* They oi'ten bad occasion, as the Apostle had here, to recal 
the thoughts of men to the fact, that .... the day would 
surely come when a righteous Governor would juage the 
ftecrets of men." **Tlie new message of the Gospel is that this 
judgment shall be conducted by Jesus Christ." 

Page 75. *'A11 will be judged alike by the same righteous 
rule, according to their works, and according to the light 
vouchsafed to them, in tfiat day wlien God shall judge the 
secrets of inen by the Lord Jesus Christ." 

I dare say that there are other passages of a like nature. 
But I must say, with all deference, that this is not the only 
suggestion made without the shadow of a ground for it, except 
it would seem a presentiment, or prejudgment, that so it must 
be, which has surprised me in your letter. 

VII. — With regard to the eternal world, I have expressly 
refused to carry out an3'^ scheme to its full and logical conclu- 
sions. I have maintained no points at all upon the subject, but 
that He whose Name is Love will deal according to His Name 
with His creatures. I have said that I entertain ** hidden hope " 
— and I say not even that — for all ; and I am very far indeed 
from saying that the great majority of mankind will be "saved" 
from God's wrath, because they are all "justified ;" thoughl dare 
not assert that such wrath will certainly take effect in inflicting 
endless, unutterable woe ; and I have shown abundant reason, 
as I think, for checking the utterance of that fearful dogma, 
which so many profess to hold (though they never boldly teach 
it, and follow it to its consequences), without any authority 
from the Bible or the Church for holding it — I mean, that the 
wicked shall not only go into everlasting fire (as I have 
taught), hat shall remain there in helpless torment for ever and 
ever. Yoxx would have stated my views •v\.wiTi\Xi\%««L\i^^<ittfiLore 
correctly if you had written t\vua: ^' \ov3l \!ft»\\\\»:vft. >i>c4Rafc 
points^that the doctrine of endless (jvot eUtiiAV) ^\\u\^\fla£ii\. 
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of the wicked is not found in the Bible or the Prayer-book— 
that all punishment is an act of love, and nuii/ be remedial — 
that our training and discipline may not end here, but may 
extend to the next world, and, for aught we know, to infi- 
nite other worlds beyond it— that our chastisement may be 
purifying, that sin may be purged out from God's uui- 
Terse in some way of God's wisdom— that, however, there is no 
purgatory, where penalties are measured by time and intensity^ and 
can be remitted by favour or importunity. [What wise and 
loving earthly parent would remit a punishment, until he had 
reason to believe that it had done its work upon his child?] I 
am sorry that you do not yourself see an essential difference 
be* ween my view and the Romish doctrine of purgatory. Such 
a difference, however, there is, as I have shown above, and in 
•ps^e 244 of my book. 

I do not believe that my doctrine contradicts at all the lan- 
guage of Holy Scripture, or the formularies of our Church, 
including the Athanasian Creed, when perfectly' interpreted. 
Further, in that Creed, the damnatory clauses are not set forth 
as any portion of the Catholic Faitli. And I understand the 
language of the 8th Article, namely, — that the Creeds can be 
proved by most certain warrants of Holy Scripture, to apply 
that faith to the doctrine which is to be believed about the 
Divine nature, rather than to the sanction with which such a 
belief is enforced. 

I am sorry that you have so much misjudged what I have 
written about the Athanasian Creed as to suggest that I did 
not hold the essential parts of it, more especially the doctrine 
of the Divinity of our Lord, than which, from the first moment 
of my ministry up to the present hour, in all my preaching and 
teaching (as any one who knows them well must witness), no 
doctrine of the Church has been maintained by me more stren- 
uously, though I have taught also the doctrine of His perfect 
humanity more fully and prominently than many, and not lost 
sight of it practically to a great extent as some do. I say this 
to you, as a dear friend and brother, though, after all that t have 
written, even in this book on the Romans, I feel that I should 
be justified in declining to say it to you as Metropolitan. Nor 
do I think that you had any just ground from anything that T 
have said, or omitted to say, in my Commentary, for the remarks 
which you have made on this point, as on some others. 

As to the Athanasian Creed, it is notoriously a stumbling-block 
to thousands of pious souls, not in the least degree because of 
the doctrines set forth in the statement of the '* Catholic Faith,'* 
but because of the harsh language of the damnatory clauses. 
It is very noticeable that in the oldest manuscript of the oldest 
commentary (by Fortunatus) on this Creed (preserved at Oxford) 
the particular clause which you have quoted^lYift %ftc«iAN^T%^Cv& 
left out altogether in Waterland. Do you -^youxt^X^ T^^v>a^«^ 
fa the sentence of sweeping condemnaUou cQii\».Vaft«^ Va. ^Ce^ 
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verse, as ordinarily interpreted, in the most obvious and naiwnd 
sense of the words ? Have you not also reservations of yoor 
own, though not, perhaps, as extensive as mine, by which yon, 
would except innumerable cases from the judgment here pro- 
nounced, which at first sight would seem to be included in one 
general doom of endless, irremediable woe ? I am sure that ma% 
clergyman out often have, and, at all events, that they will not 
dare to take this sentence of the Creed into the pulpit, and 
preach the doctrine which its words, taken [in their most simple 
and natural sense, obviously contain. 

With respect to Ilom. ix, 5, it is strange that one of the first 
advocates for the view which I have taken was Erasmus, no- 
contemptible Greek scholar, I believe, and the first objector to 
it was Socinus himself. Whatever may be the faults of -rrofeaaor 
Jowitt, yet as Regius Professor of Greek, he must be allowed 
to have some voice in a grammatical question of this kind, and 
he^ with me in adopting Lachmana's reading. I have little doubt 
that this is the true view of the Apostle's meaning. The expla- 
nation which 1 have given of the connection in which the words- 
stand accounts fully to my own judgment for the participle and 
the position of the adjective, and the whole sentence expresses 
in fewer words the utterance of Job : " The Lord gave and tiie 
Lord hath taken away," eie to onoma Kuriou eidogcme non, just 
as well St. Paul says, ho on epipanton, theos, euiogetus eis tons etonas^ 
" He who is over all, who orders all, is God, blessed for ever !" 
The translation I have given in the book is grammatical, but I 
prefer now the above <*cos with out the article, as in Heb. iii,4. 

That God may guide us both in the path of duty, and teach, 
us to buy the truUi, at all cost, is the fervent prayer of, 
My dear Brother, 

Yours, ever affectionately, 

J. W. Natal. 

P.S. — I was ordained deacon and priest by the late Bishop of 
Ely, who required candidates for holy orders to pay special 
attention to the " Lectures in Divinity " of Dr. Hey, formerly 
Norrisian Professor of Divinity for many years at Cambridge. 
Upon my consecration to the See of Natal, I received a present 
of books from the University, printed at the University Press, 
among which are " Hey*s Lectures in Divinity, two volumes," 
which has been recently re-printed, and is still considered, 
therefore, to be a standard book. A great portion of the work 
is occupied with the Articles ; and, turning to one or two of 
thfz^f I find a strange resemblance between bis language and 
some parts of my teaching, to which you have so strongly 
objected. 

Thus, on the eternal world and the damnatory clauses of the 
Atbanasian Creed, he writes as follows, vol. i, page 47 : '* The 
moaning (of these clauses") is, wYvoeveT accc^Va a.iaft^aa.^<&x^Q.Uy 
sent from Heaven must find some \iexie^\. iwm v\.*, nOsxssw^x 
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fleets such message must at least suffer the loss of tluit benefit; 
but he may, moreover, have positive punishment inflicted upon 
hisa, because of his rejecting what God gave him sufficient 
opportunity to accept." 

Page 49. — ** Being sared, and being damned or condemned, 
do not imply any one fixed degree of happiness or misery ; but 
admit of various degrees without limit. . . . Nor is any 
great degree necessarily implied in the word * everlasting/ 
taken singly. Indeed, every fine [that is, as the former quo- 
tation shows, every loss of blessing], however small, is an 
everlasting punishment" (Comp. my book, page 184. ** As we 
certunly do," &c.) 

Page 50. — *'' It may possibly happen that a man may disbe- 
lieve and reject the truth itself, and yet not be condemned to 
any great positive evil, if God knows that his disbelief is 
owing to some extraordinary want of means of information." 

Page 52. " The word *Dunfeh* admits of degrees, as well as 
* saved* and ^ damntd.* [If so, Dr. Hey admits all that I have 
said ; for there can be no degrees in the horror of utter, irre- 
mediable loss of all hope of ever seeing one ray of the glory and 
goodness of God.] It is probably used either as an equivalent 
to damned, or as being somewhat less harsh.*' 

Page 53. " Though anyr man may say I must be careful how 
I reject truth, because if I do 1 shall suffer ; though any 
minister has authority to say, you must be very careful how you 
r^eet truth : yet no man ought to make himself unhappy, as if 
he must, of course, be dammed for disbelieving the tenets of a 
certain creed.*' 

I hope I may now conclude that a mind not tinctured 
with superstition or religious fear will be able to supply 
such rational limitations to the general threateninqs ot our 
Creed, as to judge them harmless in all situations and useful in 
manpr — ^that their tendency is, when terror does not discompose 
the judgment, to make men prove all things, " and not to accept 
even the doctrines of the Creed itself implicitly, lest, in accepting 
anything erroneous, they should eventually reject the truth." 

As regards the atonement. Dr. Hey sums up his statement of 
the doctrine in one short proposition, namely (page 187), *^ God 
will make sincere Christians eternally happy, notwithstanding 
some imperfections of theirs, on account of the merits, the 
sufferings, and the death of Christ." 

From page 183, taken in connection with the above, it is 
clear that he does not hold the suffering of our Lord as vicarious^ 
in your sense of the word. 

" A person may prevent the punishment of another, even by 
suffering, and yet that suffering not be vicarious. Suppose that 
a deserter's brother had, by setting maimed and recclvvc^s^ 
wounds, never perfectly curable, saved a ciltx^'eV ot \N\^ \\^^ ^t 
8 commander, and was to solicit for arcmVssioTi o? \>a.^ (ie»«t\.«t?^ 
pimigbment, urging that he wanted no goVd ot s\\\^v ^«t '^'^^ 
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pastitervices, but only that his brother should that once escape 
pun. If his petition was granted, he would relieve another, 
and in a good measure by ms sufferings, but yet he could not 
be said to suffer vicarious evil or punishment ; his brother's 
escape might be conceived as owing to his merits, or to be^^vea 
to him as a reward." 

Page 184. '* A term much in use in discusdons about the Atone- 
ment is satisfaction. It seems sometimes to mislead. . . . 
The doctrine of satisfaction implies that God must execute 
justice, so we call inflicting punishment .... Justice 
is a good quality, therefore a perfect Deity has it for an attri- 
bute; therefore, the offender OTM»t hQ punished. No resource? 
^'hy, yes, a corporal punishment may be changed into a ^ne^ 
or A may bear the fine which B has incurred. Why not evea 
a personal punishment? Whichever is punished, tiie heinous- 
ness of the crime is published, and the terrors of justice dis^ 
played. In short, a man may be punished b}' substiiutej and 
then justice will be saOsJied; satisfaction wiU be made: there 
wilt be an *■ atonement^ to appease the divine wrath. Thus are 
some men's thoughts apt to run on ; and thus is the doctrine 
of satisfaction established. But I think some expresaaaaa 
in the train arc taken as meaning more than they do 
mean," &c. 

Page 186. *'' The notion of satisfaction, the notion of satis- 
fying divine justice, conceived to be under the necessity of 
punishing vigorously the sins of mankind, brings in wl^ 
appears to me a still more difficult doctrine, — I mean that of im- 
putation of sin to Christ It is a something whbllj 

inconceivable, and only spoken of in order to keep the theory of 
satisfying divine ju^ice entire and compact ; though, as far as 
I can judge, that theory which cannot be supported without 
terms out of which all meaning must be thrown, should answer 
some useful purpose." He adds in a note, ** If all this is to sup- 
port our popular notion of satisfaction, it might as well be set 
aside.'' 

Page 187. "The Christian is always to consider God not as 
acting arbitrarily, but as the re warder of virtue and the 
punii&er of evil, in which character it pleases His Infinite 
Wisdom and Goodness to give the inestimable privilege to 
Christians in a manner perfectly gratuitous, with some view to 
the sufferings, the conduct, the merits of His SonS^ 

The letter having been read, 

The Bishop of Cape Town said: Dr. Bleek, I see, is still 
present, and has been so during the whole of these pro- . 
ceedir g'. He has heard all the arguments that have been 
adduced in support of the charges brought against the 
Bishop of Nai&l on this occasion, and I would ask, once 
more, whether he desires to say wi>'W\vQ%ow \i^\va\^^^ the 
JBisbop. 
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Dr.Bleek: I do not, my Lord. Bvt may I ibake otie 
personal remark? I came here for a threefold purpose. First, 
f(Hr the purpose of protesting, and secondly, — in the ey^nt 
of yonr Lordships, notwithstanding that protest, assamio^ 
jurisdiction,-*to read a letter, and thirdly, to give notice A 
appeal. I have no instructions to do anything further* 
But I see it has heen stated by the Registrar that some 
01 these papers have been inspected by me. The Registrar, 
it is true, showed me some papers, but I stated to him at 
the time that this must not be construed into my having 
allowed, in any way, on behalfof the Bishop of Natal, the 
admissibility of these papers. I could not do so, as I bad 
no authority, and I must protest against its being supposed 
that I did. 

The Bishop of Cape Town: If there are any papers from 
which extracts have been made, which, for your own satii- 
ikction^ or the satisfaction of the Bishop of Natal, you 
would like to see, they are at your service. 

Dr. Bleek: I have no instructions, my Lord, todoany* 
thing but protest and read a letter. 

The Bishop of Graham's Town : Dr. Bleek is instructed 
to read a certain letter as the defence of the Bishop df 
Natal; and I consider Dr. Bleek bound to protest if thae 
has not been done which the Bishop of Natal has requested 
to have done. 

Dr. Bleek: I am bound only to read this letter. 

The Bishop of Graham's Town: Nothing more? 

Dr. Bleek: Nothing more. I cannot exceed my instructions. 

The Very Rev. the Dean then rose and said: It is pro- 
bably due to the Bishop of Natal, as that letter has been 
put in in some degree as his defence, that we should not 
pass it by without some distinct notice. At the same time, 
your Lordships will observe, that letter is carefully written, 
and is now put in after some years' consideration, as bis 
precise defence. Therefore, inasmuch as it contains defi* 
nite and precise expressions, explanatory of the Bishop's 
Tiews, as contained in the Commentary on the Epistle 
to the Remans chiefly, and as, I think, we ought to weigh 
carefully the explanation whicli he himself puts upon his 
own words as contained in the commentary, it is both 
respectful to him and fair to ourselves that we should ask 
for time to consider these expressions, and, perhaps, to 
reply to them. I would, therefore, request t^^b^^^xsws 
have until to-morrow to consider thaX \eU^T, wcl\ \Xv«>XNs^ 
BUBwer to it we may be allowed to rsvait^ smOcv x^xsv^^«:^ ^^ 
we may tbink ft. 



The Bishop of Cape Town: I can allow only one to 
apeak in reply. Ton must take into consideration that 
the Bishop of Natal adds the preface to Part III of his 
work on the Pentateuch aa a portion of his defence. The 
two documents he produces in his defence. Perhaps it will 
be conyeuient if we meet a little later to-morrow, and we 
will, therefore, adjourn until tweWe. 



Saturday ^ November 21. 

The Court resumed at twelve o'clock. 

The Very Rev. the Dean addressed the Court aa followa: 
In rising to address your Lordships upon the letter of the 
Bishop of Natal, which was put io as his defence yesterday, 
I desire to express the regret which we all feel at the 
Bishop's absence. It has b^n our duty in bringing certain 
grave charges against him to use those strong expressions 
with regard to his opinions which the nature of the case 
appeared to justify; and of course it would have been a 
very great satisfaction to us if his Lordship could hare 
been present to point out what he considered the weak 
features and characteristics of our arguments, and to say 
what he could in his own defence. Had he been present, i 
have no doubt he would have said a great deal; but at the- 
same time I think we must regard this document which I 
have now printed before me as being in reality the sub- 
stance of all that he could have said. It has evidently been 
written with care. The expressions are well weighed: it 
enters with great particularity into some of the very points 
of the question which we have raised; but I must say that, 
to my own mind, and, I believe, also to the minds of those 
who are associated with me, instead of in any degree 
weakening our case, or refuting or setting aside our argu- 
ments, it has, upon very many of the main and important 
points, confirmed and strengthened them. The Bishop's letter 
rdates to seven points, which appear to have been raised 
in a letter from his Lordship the Bishop of Cape Town to 
him. Two or three of those points are in no degree touched 
upon in our articles of accusation, and upon them I need not 
at all enter. With regard to the first point upon which he has 
touched, I may say that in this portion of his letter we hare 
ia fact tbo seed of his later writings upon the Pentateuch. 
So that in dealing as we have deaUmWiXYv^^book we have 
dealt i/Fith that portion oi tVie \^Vtet. 1\i^T^ \^\ssj.\» tsoa 
9MS8Age to which I would wish Xo i^iw \u\Xi%X^^x\haT^^^^^ 
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letter, and that not because it has not been already toached 
upon, for it has been fully answered, bat simply because I 
think we OTerlooked an important distinction which ought 
to be drawn. The Bishop here and elsewhere says he it 
" persuaded that the Holy Scriptures contain sufficiently 
all doctrine required of necessity for eternal salvatimi, 
which is identical with that of the sixth Article; so that 
both together sufficieitciy express the mind of our Chnrch. 
In this sense, of course, I do receive the Holy Scriptures as 
the rule of faith." All I wish to point out in regard to 
that particular expression is, that the Bishop evidently 
teems to consider — ^as we infer from this letter, and also 
from his book upon the Pentateuch— that that expression 
is synonymous with his doctrine or opinion that the Bible 
is not the Word of God, bat contains the Word of God. 
I think it will be quite sufficient simply to point out that 
to say that the Bible contains the Word of God is not the 
tame thing as to say that the Bible ** contains sufficiently 
all doctrine required of necessity for eternal salvation.'' 
The two expressions are in no degree synonymous, and 
therefore, to claim support for his opinion upon the ground 
that the two expressions are synonymous, is so clearly 
unjustifiable that it only needs to be pointed out. Accord- 
ingly, without dwelling any further upon that point, except, 
perhaps, simply to say that it is quite evident from the 
expression ** inspiration,'* &c., that he really does put forth 
a theory of inspiration both here and in his book lipoH 
the Pentateuch, I now proceed to the subject of the Atone- 
ment. I think I shall be able to show to your Lordshipt 
that the expressions contained in this letter do really, so 
far from inyalidating any remarks that haye been made 
upon that subject, only show that the view which we have 
taken is exactly thu view that the Bishop intends that we 
thould take. I am unwilling to dwell upon the critical and 
grammatical questions that grow out of this discussion ; 
but inasmuch as the Bishop of Natal happens to refer 
to some points which were alluded to in course of the 
argument, and quotes texts which were then adduced at 
clearly going against him, I am warranted, perhaps, 
in calling attention to one passage of his own book 
from which I think a strong argument may be drawn 
Against him on the subject of the use of iVv^ ^\^<^^%v<iS5s^ 
hyper. In the 9th chapter we \\ave «u '^«a«^%^ NiWOft."^ 
tha§traB8Jatea: "I do wish to be m^aeM «^mx«^^^V ^\^ 
How the most important pqint ot Una p«Laa«i«.^ \^ ^^^\!i^ 
prfpoaitioa used here by JSt. Paul ia Ua» \jx^V^%v^a»^ «^ 



with the genitive. The Bishop refers to the thirtjr-MOOwd 
chapter of Exodus, which is always supposed to thcow 
great light upoa this passage. Moses, uwm the occasion 
thus referred to, wished his name to he htotted out of tke 
Book of Life, in order that his people might he savod; Ibat 
St might draw upon himself the curse which they deserved, 
and they he saved. Now the parallel between that and o«r 
iiord's sacrifice and sufferings for the sins of the world ii so 
obvious that I need not dwell upon it. But here we ha^ 
the preposition ht^per used by St. Paul in a passage in which. 
In all probability, comparing himself with Moses, he wishes 
that the curse might come upon him, in order that, bgr 
drawing upon himself that curse, it might be averted from 
his people. The meaning of that paBsage is q,uite obvious; 
liut in order to show the force of the argument^ 
I would call your Lordships' attention to the 
comment of Maximus in the Catena ^atrnm. Jifozi- 
Vius, who is at least an authority in a question whii^ 
is connected with the true sense of the Scriptuve 
Greek, interprets this passage as meaning that St. Pa«l 
desired to draw upon himself the curse due to his 
people, in order to save his people, just as our 
Iiord took upon Himself the curse which bad fiiUen upon 
nan, that He might save the world. Here then we have 
the comment of a Gieek, who certainly knew the Greek 
language, and the use and force of Helienistic Greek teoBOf. 
And he says that this prayer of St Paul's, that he might 
he himself accursed, is a representation and image, 
a3 it were, of our Lord's bearing Himself the curse, ij^er 
kemon, for, or instead of us. The only other remark I would 
wish to make upon the grammatical side of the question is 

St this,~thac it really seems to be almost impoasi- 
to deal with the Bishop of Natal's argumeats 
vhen he takes up questions of language. He says 
the woffd used is hyper, and that hyper is not the same 
as anti, and being the word for instead. Then a passage 
JB brought forward agaijQst him in which anti is used ui 
oonneetion with the sacrificisl death of Christ; and the 
word kdronj an expression derived from classic Greek, and 
firom /uo, wliich is used in classic Greek in connection with 
f He expiation of sin. Then, he immediately says that 
though anti ia used, there is nothing about enduring God's 
wrath in our stead. The fact ia,t\iaX.Vi\axi^>a»%^S&\ft\jfc^^va8t 
with in tbia way — if, as soon asyou\ay VvQ\3L\s.\«ft.^\»Mia»^ 
which exactly meets the reqnirexnftiitA ^V\ci\i \i^ ^^yaww- 
JW^ forth, he refusea to lecogiuae iu toxea, asA^^wtowk^*^ 
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be bound by the conditions which he has himself made^if 
argiunents are to be carried on in this way, it is impossible 
that anything can resnlt from them. Without, tnerefore, 
dwelling any farther upon this branch of the argument, I 
■Honld wish tc call your Lordships' particular attcntiosto 
the Bisliop of IQataFs own explanation of hi9 vicgvs ufioa 
the subject of the Atonement. He says: ^I do deny that 
His was a vicarious sacrifice, in the sense in which I under- 
stand you to use the word, namely, that He endured in our 
Btead the weight of God's wrath, He bore the penalty due 
to our sins.'' That is as much as to say, ** I do deny that 
our Lord's sacrifice was a sacrifice in our stead ;" and he 
adds, later in the same letter, **• I repeat the assertion, there 
is not a single expression in the whole New Testament 
irhich distinctly implies that Christ suffered the weighll of 
His Father's wrath in our stead." I call attention particu- 
larly to the words "in our stead." Objection may be 
taken to the word "Ticarions;'' it may be said 
that this is not a technical word in theofogy, and 
that it does not occur in our formularies. But the 
expression *4n our stead" is one respecting which 
there can be no mistake whaterer. There, then, we have 
his negative opinion upon the subject. And going on a little 
fmrther to the end of the second paragraph of this part of 
the letter, we hare his X)ositiTe opinion. It cotifirms 
most strongly the view which has been taken, and 
puts the whole case into a nut-shell. He says, " He bore 
our sins as He bore our sorrows; His whole Irfe of 
obedience culminating in His death upon the cross. But 
there is not a word here about His belaring the weight of 
God's anger in our stead.'* I maintain tliat that view- of 
the case thus put forth distinctly amounts to this : It it as 
much as to say, ** Our Ijord came to be a sympathizer with 
man, to share his lot, to be his true friend and brother, but 
I will not allow anything approaching to a notion of sub- 
stitution, or anything which invohres the expression 'in 
our stead,' to be brought into my idea of sacrifice." That 
sentence appears to me to be quite conclusive upon the 
subject. I did intend just to recapitulate some of the 
arguments which have been used, and torecal the attention 
of your Lordships to those very strong statements opposed 
to this view, which are fbund througihouti X>afe vi>w;^fe\\v8MK^ 
of the Cbristi&n Church, distinctly ap^t«^T\^>wci^ ^^^^SU 
"in onr stead" to Christian theology ,sia\.\i^eiLYt«i^^^^s»^^*% 
truly represents the doctrine. B\it Ni\veiv ^ -S^T5l» 
hokat it, and when I see thattkk^ »aYio^cJt »«*^ 
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tiDCtly asserts in a passage intended to be explanatorj of 
his views, that our Lord ** bore our sins as He bore our 
sorrows; His whole life of obedience culminating in the deatii 
Dpon tlie cross. But there is not a word of His bearing the 
weight of God's anger in onr stead,"~thus careAiUy excluding 
from his view anything implying substitution ; I think that 
with these expressions before us, forming part of a careftilly 
written comment npon a criticism of his book, further argu- 
ment is needless. I would only say further that we must, 
on this question, take theologic words in their proper 
tbeologic sense. It is known to everybody who is at all 
acquainted with the Socinian controversy that the expres* 
sion to which the Socinians specially and emphatically 
obj(ct is this expression ''in our stead." It is known also 
that tlie Socinians object to any teaching which affirms 
that our Lord bore the weight of God's anger, and appeased 
the wrath of God. Here are certain expressions which are 
thoroughly understood. The Socinian view is as much 
bound up with the rejection of these expressions as the true, 
orthodox view is bound up with the acceptance of tboae 
expressions. Now, if the Bishop of Natal takes up the 
Socinian ground, and thus identifies himself with the 
Socinian objections, unless he will withdraw those 
objections, and allow the true view which the Church puts 
upon these terms — satisfaction, propitiation, sacrifice — to 
be his view, he must be regarded as idmtifying himsdf 
with the Socinian vieiv, and must take the consequences. I 
would, therefore, finish my remarks upon this point by 
saying that the whole case may at once he settled In this 
simple way: Will the Bishop of Natal withdraw his objec- 
tion to the expression 'Mn our stead?*' Will the 
Bishop adopt those expressions in tlie Homily on 
the Salvation of Mankind, pages 19 and 20, which 
were quoted by the Archdeacon of Graham's Town 
in his address to your lordships? Will the Bishop 
of Natal withdraw his objection to the phrase " in onr 
atead,*' which is a Socinian objection? Will he accept 
the statements contained In the Homily? And will he 
further withdraw his objection to the expression in 
Article ii. which is really directed, in substance — I do not 
say in intention^against the Socinian view? I would 
here refer to the Bacovian Catechism, which has already 
been quoted by one of my bTelYiietv m «lTv ^mIy portion i£ 
the case. fPearson, vol. ii, page aO^.'\ "^oml V^ *wt^ tkj 
-EarJsr, tb&t in this passage weba^ex\i^^>ws«>^^««^^^»^^^\^ 
^beauhjeet of reconciliation. Y^e m\iiX, x\ict^^^$«ft> ^«i^a^ 
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ihe remarks of the Bishop of Natal ia objecting to the 
opposite view to be virtually a backing of the Socinian 
opinion. Will he withdraw that objection, and say that he 
does not take the Socinian view? If he does, we shall 
feel that he holds the orthodox doctrine on the subject 
of the Atonement; and that having withdrawn these 
expressions, which are objectionable, he may be regarded as 
being himself orthodox upon that point. But as long as he 
adheres to that unorthodox objection, and refuses to use 
the orthodox term which embodies the doctrine of the 
Church, all his use of the words ** propitiation," <* satis- 
faction," ** sacrifice," must be regarded as worthless, be- 
cause he accepts those words in a sense which is exclusive 
of an essential part of the thought which the Church 
regards as contained within them. I have no further 
remark to make upon tills subject except upon the Bishop's 
quotations from Professor Hey. We have had no opportu- 
nity of consulting the book in order to test the value of the 
quotations. Some of them, if correctly given, are liable to 
objection; and the Professor, as it seems to us, has used 
expressions which cannot be borne out — if these quotations 
fairly represent his view. But I must say from what we have 
seen of the apparent misquotations of the Bishop of Natal 
firom the same author upon another subject, that these quota- 
tions from Dr. Hey cannot be at once accepted as a real expo- 
sition of Dr. Hey's views. Ipass now to the subjectof justifi- 
cation. I should just wish to point out that in the first 
clause of his letter the Bishop of Natal admits the reality 
of justice in so far as correction is concerned, but denies 
the reality of justice in so far as punishment is concerned. 
The real defect in his opinion is, that he has not a suflSciently 
clear estimation of the exceeding guiltiness of sin. That 
is, no doubt, the flaw which runs through his whole 
system of opinions upon the doctrine of redemption. 
This great mistake lies at the foundation of all his other 
errors. I point this out at the outset — although it has 
not any very important bearing upon what has now to be 
said. What I have chiefly now to show is this— that 
the views which we have taken respecting the opinions of 
the Bishop of Natal on justiflcation are most strongly 
•confirmed by this letter. If 1 had wished arguments to be 
put into my mouth I could not have been more indebted to 
any one than I am to the Bishop lum«c\lioT \}ci<& vt^goxAKoSi^ 
sappUed in his letter. Tliere are t)ite» Vm^otX'WBX.^^t^^ 
used in the passage— justiftcatlou, iaix^i, wvd. *a3^''*??f*^ 
-Rw^ of aJ], we have what he does not Yifibi iXiOMiX v»»'^^'=*^ 
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tioD. If your Lordsbips vrlll look to the second elause of 
tlaa part of the letter, you will see — first, what he doet not 
b^eve, and, eecocdly^ what he does beltere. He aaya: ^I 
do nothold that oar justification depends upon onr fiut^** 
Ohserve the italics. Then what does he hold? '^I do hold 
titat alt men are justified before God." These are the very 
points which we have maintained throughout our arganwDt 
upon the case. " I do hold that all men are justified be- 
toie €rod, using the term in the sense in which St. F&nl uses 
it throughout this epistle, not in that which modem theo- 
logians may, perhaps, assign to it.*' See, then, whait it is 
that he maintains, fle says in effect, *' I will not use the 
word 'justification' in the sense of theology; I will not me 
the word in the proper, ordinary sense of the term." It is 
quite clear that this is the substantial import of his 
own comment. Now, my Lords, what does he soy about 
faith? First of all, he says that our justification does not 
depend upon our faith; therefore, he excludes faith from 
baf iog anything to do with justification. But he says 
afterwards, *< Being, justified, we are to ' work out our siu- 
ration,' and, therefore, for this we must have faith." We 
are not to hare faith for justification, but we are to hare 
fiiith for salvation. Further on, your Lordships will see bis 
definition of iaith. He says faith *< is a ' conscious assurance' 
of something which in itself is true, whether we beiiere it 
or not, the realizing of things hoped for,, the conviction of 
things unseen." His definition, however, is not so impor- 
tant as the place which he assigns to faith. Faith, then, is 
something which follows upon what he calls justificaition. 
But now, I desire to call your Lordships' attention to tbe 
meaning which he puts upon the term *' salvation." I 
maintain that salvation, in his view, is nearly or precisely 
that which we properly call sanctification. He says that 
" to work out our salvation' means, with St. Paul, to live 
faithfhlly as becomes the children of God, who are privileged 
to know that they are justified and brought nearer thdr 
Father's footstool, and being prepared here on eartli fbr Hli 
glory. It is to be laboilring daily ' with the grace already 
given to cast off the works of darkness, and put on more 
and more of the armour of light, and so not incur the displea^ 
sure of onr Lord, as slothful or unfaithful servants, SAd 
require His angry chastisements." I mamtain that this is 
precisely sanctification. 'W e laa,^^ tmsht , \\mm\, \^ ^^^xmiue 
tbe meaning of these three word* m \X«ax eiasX \^^>afiEB.%«. 
What iB tl;e relation ot fa\t\i to i^^'^^^^^^^^J^lSSL 
Aftncl, and to sanctafication upon, tto ^x^^'t 1R*\^^»»» 
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in between the two, following firom justification, and leading 
on to sanctification. That is precisely the point wbidi we 
bare maintained throughont. The Bishop puts faith after 
justification, and exclndes it from going before justification. 
I<et me point out what justification is in this view. First 
of all, it is something out of us. ** I hold that we are 
justified in Ged^a sight,** Again, we must mark the 
Italics. He does not say we are justified by faith 
in us, but that God regards us as justified; God looking 
at us, firom without us, in His sight we are justified. 
Then how would he preach it ? He says: " But have we 
BO motire to preach such a Gospel as St. Paul's, according 
to my yiews of it, to the heatlien? To tell them that God 
loves them, that He, after whom they have been groping 
in the darkness, has been caring for them all along, and 
now calls them near to Himself, that they may know Him 
more fully and the rich treasures of His Iotc? Why, this 
is the Tery life and soul of missionary work. It has been 
my joy for seven years past thus to publish the Gospel of 
the grace of God." That is just exactly preaching the 
doctrine of universal redemption. Then he speaks after- 
wards, still with the same view before him, and he saya 
that all are safe, that is, as we should say, ure in a state of 
safety, not saved, for salvation follows in those who have 
faith; but safe, heathen and Christians being in precisely 
the same condition. Putting all these things together, it is 
quite clear that j.ustification in his scheme is what we pro- 
perly call redemption; and therefore " universal redemp- 
tion" becomes in his hands universal justification. So 
that here, from his Lordship's own explanation, we get the 
most dear and convincing arguments for the view which 
we have maintained throughout the case, — the view, I mean, 
that he confounds justification with redemption, and then 
preaches universal justification. I contend, then, that the 
Bishop distinctly asserts that every man is no^ only re- 
deemed through Christ, but that every man has applied to 
him the work of Christ— that every man is justified; and 
that, of course, not by faith or through a knowledge of the 
name of Christ. Accordingly, Article xi, which says 
that men are justified by faith, is swept out of existence; 
and Article xvui, which declares that " there is no other 
name given under heaven whereby men can be saved " i&^ 
him as though it had never been. Hook. \x^w\)£v\% vsv»J^^ 
clearly proved. I now come lotYie 'B\%>cv^V* ^^^'k^^'^^!!^ 
ofhiB views upon the sacrameiitB. BL«\««iti%\si ^^SSS^ 
tbaihe does not agre« with whatldd ci^ tX:^ ^^ ^^^^^'^^^^ 
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system.'* The conrse of my own argnment before went 
to show that it was quite unnecessary to bring in anything 
like what are called "high*' views on the subject of toe 
sacraments, in order to show that his Lordship was in 
error. I maintain, therefore, that any defence which he 
puts in as founded upon such supposed high views of the 
sacraments is entirely valueless. In his opinion the sacra- 
ments are bare signs. I therefore simply repeat what we 
have stated already, that it is impossible* to reconcile his 
view with the Articles, or with the Nicene Creed, or with 
the baptismal offices, or with the Catechism, especially if 
jrou take these several formularies in connection with the 
words of Jewell, Ridley, NoeU, Hooker, Pearson, and 
others, as quoted chiefly by my brethren in theeariier 
stage of the case. But there is one expression to which 
I desire particularly to call your Lordships* attention. The 
Bishop says most distinctly that we have the death to sim 
<< without our own co-operation." Now, if words could 
have be^ made to supply any link which might possibly 
be wanting in our argument, the link is supplied by these 
words. If that does not mean that faith, repentance, or 
anjrthing that man can do in applying to himself the sacri- 
ficial work of Christ is wholly unnecessary, I do not 
know what language means. Then there is another ex- 
pression to which I desire to call your Lordships* special 
attention, because it is a confirmation of the view which 
lias been taken throughout upon this subject. The Bishop 
speaks of our Lord as " the great head of our race.'* N^w I 
should wish distinctly to deny that our Lord is to be called 
•the great head of our race. Our Lord is called in Scripture 
the head of His Church; but the Bishop of Natal, preach- 
ing universalism, and wishing to make the whole human 
race co-extensive with the Church of God, calls Him 
the great head of our race. Our Lord is the great 
head of our race, regarded in relation to grace, but 
not of our race regarded in its relation to nature; 
■and it is in this latter sense that the Bishop uses the 
expression. He does not take the Scripture phraseology, 
which would have been dead against him, because it would 
have brought in the idea of a Church, and of a covenant, 
and of election, which last doctrine, as I have shown before, 
is an essential part of Christianity. But he calls our Lord 
the Great Head of our race. YJYi^xiWi^Xox^^dteMed your 
Jordsbips, I had occasion to show ^)^%x\^^%^3^«^i^^»^s»^%^a^fc 
of nature for a state of grace. Co\i\d \\ivife«.^Vtwv^«'J«^ 
Armatioxk of my argument thautUexeit^ ^xgt««»ssa^^>s»^^^ 
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uses, and which, of all others, wonld clench the force of it, an 
expression which can be properly applied to no one else upon 
the earth, but Adam, the great head of all the human racer 
Then, my Lords, I would just say, further, that there ruos 
through his view of the sacraments the same confusion 
between the subjective andtheobjectire, which we find in hitr 
Tiews upon the subject of justification, — between the 
objective redemption and the subjective redemption. He 
confuses continually between the objective gift and the 
subjective reception of the gift. Summarising what haa 
been already said on the subject, I would say that the faith- 
ftil use of the sacraments and the effect of the sacraments 
are inseparable; that in the view of the English Church, 
the sacraments consist in the conjunction of the outward 
sign with the inward grace. The Bishop agrees with Socinus 
in making the outward sign a mere seal and certificate, but 
goes beyond Socinus in representing the inward and spiritual 
grace as being partaken of by every man qua man; utterly 
destroying thevery idea of a Christian Church. Hedistinctly 
says, they do partake of His body and blood. My only com- 
ment upon what he says with regard to Waterland would be 
simply this : Waterland's opinion is that ** All who have 
life have it from Christ." The Bishop treats Waterland's 
opinion as if it were ** All have life from Christ." He puts 
a false intespretation upon Waterland's opinion. It is of 
no use to his argument if he does not. Having stated thus 
the view which is resilly maintained by Waterland, I believe 
that further argument is needless upon this point. I come 
now, my Lords, lastly, to the Bishop's explanation of liis 
opinions on the subject of everlasting punishment. The 
Bishop says he has maintained no points at all upon that 
subject. But it is not substantially true, as it seems to us, 
that the Bishop of Natal maintains no points at all on the 
subject of eternal punishment. He certainly does not enter 
into some details into which it was impossible from the 
nature of the case that he should enter. But instead or 
contenting himself with saying that he *' entertains hidden 
hope," we conteqd that there is no part of his commentary 
where he enters more elaborately into bis subject, or where 
the teaching is really more distinct, or, if false, more likely 
to be dangerous. The substance of this part of his defence lies 
In the distinction, if we understand him aright, between 
** everlasting fire" on the one hand, and on the other the 
liability of the wicked to " remain there for ^v^t ^\v\. ^-s^tr' 
Ha intimates that he accepts tbe AX\i«cck%«i».xv ^x^^ ^"^ 
binding us to believe the first, but noX t\i^ %^e,wA. 'YYa^v 
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liovever, is but the language of tbe OrigenisU, itt we lia?e 
seeD in that comment of Waterland which I before 

• quoted. And we consider that we have already answered 
the Bishop of Katal on this point — that if ** everlasting^ 
and '' eternal," as applied to life, are to be understood to 

- mean '^ endless/* all attempts to prove them not to mean 
endless when applied to the punishment of the second 
death are utterly futile and vain. Endlessness, we contend, is 
involved in the meaning of eternal and everlasting as applied 
to life. And unless it could be affirmed, as of course it 
is impossible to affirm, that they wbo shall enter into life 
eternal are to be understood as entering in only to be turned 
out again, or to be constantly liable to be turned out, we 
cannot see how it can be allowed that they who in the 
Athannsian Creed are threatened with everlasting fire can 
be said to be threatened with it otherwise than as an 
endless and irreversible doom. As to tHe argument that 
Article viii applies not to the Athanasian Creed, but to 
tbe greater part of it only, we simply deny that there is 
any ground for this assertion. We are aware that a dis- 
tinction between the damnatory clauses and the rest of the 
Creed has been attempted to be set up by others than the 
Bishop of Natal; just because those clauses are not liked. 
But it is evident that those so-called damnatory clauses are 
merely the echo of our Lord's words: "He that believeth 
not shall be damned ;'* and we argue that so to dislocate the 
Creed is in effect to reject it. With regard to the Preface 
to the third part of the book upon the Pentateuch, which 
the Bishop has also put in as his defence, I have but a few 
words to say. The important part of that preface is the 
letter of Mr. Houghton, and the passages referred to in that 
letter are many of them answered by the distinction which 
was drawn between the abstract humanity and the concrete 
man. The remainder fall to the ground at once, when it is 
remembered that the charge which the Bishop brings 
against our Lord is not a charge of ignorance, but of error. 
And now, my Lords, having completed all that I have to 
say in reference to the Bishop's letter, I would end by the 
expression of a hope that he may yet be led to acknowledge 
that his theory of Holy Scripture must be mistaken, 
and to withdraw the statements which he has made. 
When I remember the manner in which he treated 
the bench of English Bishops, I cannot but fear that 
Jbe will not be disposed to respect your Lordships* judg- 

ment, should it be pronounee^ 8^^m%\i\v\\n^^<%^^ ^Ycsk. 

that it should upoa some ot tiWoi Wva^woX.^ ww NiCobi^ 
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we charge him -with erroneous teaching. Biityatthe«ame 
time, when he sees the altemative which is hefoie him, that 
he roust either charge his God with error or alloir that his 
theory of the Bible is mistaken; when he sees, in fact, that 
his criticism is built upon this charge, and must stand or 
fall with it, I cannot but hope that his theory may be recon- 
sidered, and that he may allow that there must be a mistake 
somewhere, although he cannot at once perceive where the 
fault lies. I trust that this reducUo, I will not say tuL absur- 
dum, but ad pro/anum, may lead him to discover his erroc 
And I would only add, in hope of this issue, that to err is 
human, but to confess error is to do what grace alone can 
teach us, and is, if I may so say, divine. 

The Archdeacon of George then said: I do not wish to 
add one word in the way of reply, but I should be glad to 
be allowed to say, what your Lordships may accept as rather 
on the side of the Bishop of Natal. You will find in a 
volume of sermons recently published by Dean Alford a 
very strong argument upon the headship of Christ. It is 
in a sermon, I think, upon the text *' As in Adam all die, 
even so in Christ shall all be made alive." Dean Alford 
maintains the headship of Christ to the whole human race 
Tery strongly; but he afterwards explains this to mean ' 
that every man has a true and real title to all the benefits 
of Christ's death and passion conditionally on his conscious 
and believing acceptance of the gospel. Tiiis, I believe, will 
be found to be the substance of all that Dean Alford says, 
and if so there is no disagreement between the Dean of 
Cape Town and the Dean of Canterbury. I do not think 
Dean Alford goes further than Dr. Barrow in the main 
point under discussion, but there are expressions in that 
sermon to which I would not pledge myself to ageee. I 
contend, however, that there is nothing in that sermon 
that really conflicts with one word that has fallen from the 
Dean of Cape Town. 

The Bishop of Cape Town: Am I to consider the whole 
case as being now closed? 

The Dean -. Yes, my Lord ; but, if there is any point upon 
which your Lordships would like to question us we shall be 
very happy to answer. 

After a short pause, the Bishop of Cape Town said : I, 
perhaps, need scarcely observe that it would be impossible 
to give an immediate judgment upon so grave a cause as 
that submitted for our decision, involving as it does &q vtv^j^ 
a range of theological subjects. 1 must, \Xvet^iwt^,\.«i%^'<X3»sst. 
wHh my assessors, take time, it may \i^ coTv?\^^T«X^fe'<x«ofc\ 
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to consider the charges which have heen alleged against the* 
Bishop of Natal and the arguments by which those charges 
have been sustained, and also to consider the documents 
wliich the Bishop of Natal has put in, in refutation of those 
charges. Judgment must, therefore, be deferred. All I 
have now to say is, that whenever we shall be prepared to 
give the judgment at which we shall arrive, due notice will 
be given both to the clergy who have presented the Bishop 
and the representative of the Bishop. 
The Court then adjourned. 



December 14, 1863. 

The Court sat at eleven o'clock to hear the opinions of 
the assessors. 

The Metropolitan: I do not seeDr. Bleek here; I wish 
to hear whether due notice has been given to him. 

The Begistrar replied that a written notice that the 
opinions of the assessors would be delivered this day, and 
the judgment of the Metropolitan on Wednesday, the I6th 
instant, was left at Dr. Bleek's residence on the 1 2th inst.^ 
of which the following is a copy: 

"Cape Town, 12th December, 1863. 

"To Dr. W. H. J. Blebe, New-street, Cape Town. 

" Sib, — I beg to inform you, as agent for the Bishop of 
Natal, that the Bishops of Graham's Town and the Free 
State will, as assessors to the Metropolitan, deliver their 
opinions on the charges preferred against the Bishop of 
Natal on Monday next, the 14th instant, at 11 o'clock a.m. 
in St. George's Cathedral, and that the Metropolitan will 
deliver judgment and pronounce sentence on the said 
charges on Wednesday next, the 1 6th instant, at 11 a.m., 
in St. George's Cathedral. 

" I remain, &c., 
" David Tennant, Registrar of the Diocese." 

The Bishop of Graham's Town said: In delivering my^ 

opinioD, as assessor to the Metropolitan in this very 

important and painful case, 1 IVivak. it right,— con- 

aideriag the gravity of the q^iwWoxv* \k^vJ«^^<» ^aSL 

being bound, as a Bishop of this TwVm^i^ wi^ ^y.^^^'^'B^^ 
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of the acQUsed Bis"hop, to bear my fUU share in the re- 
8j)0n8ibility of this judgment,— to 8tat€ in detail the grounds 
oii which, my own conclusions, on the questions submitted 
to me, have been formed. 

1 am called upon to examine and declare, v liethor the 
charges of false teaching, brought against the Bic?hop of 
Natal, are established by a comparison of certain extracts 
from his Commentary on the Romans, and from Tat ts I 
and II of his work on the Pentateuch, with cottain 
Articles and other portions of the Formularies of the 
Churcli of England, also quoted or specified. In reply to 
these charges, the Bishop has referred to his whole toMching 
in the books from which these passage s arc Bclcctcd, to 
the Preface to Part III of his work on the Pentateuch, 
and to a letter written by him to the Metropolitan in !861, 
as his explanation and vindication of the passages by 
"which the charges are sustained. I therefore consider it 
my duty to use these other publications and wriiingsof 
the Bishop for the purpose of ascertaining his meaning in 
the extracts cited under the several schedules, and of 
qualifying or justifying — if they are found to qualify or 
justify— expressiims in those extracts which otherwise 
might be misunderstood. I may sometimes fail in appre- 
hending his meaning; and, therefore, I shall, as much as 
possible, leave the Bishop to explain himself in quotations 
from his own writings. If, however, I sometimes attribute 
a meaning to his words which he himselC, if he were 
present, would disallow, it must not be overlooked that, 
in theological questions, words are exponents of truths of 
infinite value to man; and if words are employed improper- 
ly, th' y may be none the less dangerous because the writer 
himself attaches a sense to these words different from that 
whicli they convey to other minds. 

In applying to the doctrines under examination the test 
of those Formularies of our Church which are specified 
under each schedule, I shall assume that the Creeds .-nid Arti- 
cles, which have been professedly set forth by the Church as 
standards of doctrine, are to be interpreted in no strange 
and new sense, but strictly in the usual and literal sense 
of the words— that is, according to the meaning in which 
the terms that are used have been understood lu thei)logy, 
and which may be shown, in case of ambiguity, either by 
document*iry evidence or from the history of l^^^Vv^^^^ 
controversy, to have been theit otA\W9Lt^ «:ck^. wsrk^na^ 
meAiiing. That an interpr elation oi X\i\a ii^\.\rt^ «\viW>»^ 
admiBiible I infer, not merely from iki^'Ro^^^' "^^^^^^"^^ 

" TIL -j 
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prefixed to the thirty-nine Articles, but from the niitare of the 
cmae; since the Articles could not be a standard of doctrine, 
or fulfil tlie purpose assigned to thenf, of ** aToiding of diver* 
sities of opinions and establishing of consent touching true 
reljftion," if the meaning of the terms used were not fixed 
and definite. This principle roost apply with equaJ, or eren 
greater force, to the Creeds of the Church. A catechism, 
also, which is intended to explain revealed truth, must be 
interpreted on the same principle. 

To aid in the interpretation of tlie mOre exact and scien- 
tific definitions of doctrine, I assume that our safest and 
moat certain guide is the language of other Formularies of 
our Church. Among these I include the Homilies, which, 
although not set fortli as tests of doctrine by the Church, 
yet being official expositions of those doctrines which the 
Creeds and Articles define, must be regarded as determining 
with authority the meaning of the lanfruage of those stand* 
arda. Otiier documents also, which are of the same period 
at the Articles, and which have received a quasi-offidal 
sanction from the Church,— namely, Jewell's Apology, 
called in the 30th Canon tlie Apology of the Church of 
Ei^land, and NowelFs Catechism, to which the 79th Canon 
appears to refer as ** by public authority set forth," — are at 
leaat unexceptionable testimonies to the accepted sense of 
theological language. 

In the arguments, by which these charges against the 
Bishop of Natal have been sustained, much learning and 
ability have been employed in elucidating and establishing 
the doctrines whicli lie is charged with impugning; and 
the aid thus contributed towards a clear apprehension 
of the questions has been of the utmost value. The 
Bishop also, in maintaining and defending 1ii« own view, 
has referred occasionally to some writers of high reputation 
as theologians. In reference, however, to all arguments of 
this nature, it is sufficient for me to observe that any use 
of the writings of tlieologians, except to ascertain the true 
nature of the questions at issue, is open to much exception. 
The maintenance of an opinion, even by many tlieologians, 
cannot of itstlf prove that it forms part of the faith of the 
Church. Tiie prevalence of an opinion among theologians 
of higli authority may afford a strong presumption,— 
almost amounting to certainty — that such an opinion does 
not contradict the faith; but in tliis case, it would have to 
be coDsidered whether l\\eae o\)\tv\oii« were expressed pre- 
viouBlj to tlie exact deflnillotv oi \\v^ ^wiVtwi^ '«\vv3b.S3we^ 
auijr seem to impugn; wUeUver \\v^7 ^«t^Ttfi\» ^^»^^\^\sXi\ 
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and exceptional Tariations; fmd whether the^ must not 
hare been condemned as departures from sound doctrine , 
if the test of the nuthoritative standards of the Church had 
been applied to them. 

It may, perhaps, be unnecessary to obserye, but, to ayoid 
aU misconcqption,. I do here obserre, that, in this judicial 
investigation, the Holy Scriptures are not applied as a test 
of the soundness or unsoundness of a doctrine, — not only 
because the charges do not specify passages from Holy 
Scripture as impugned by the Bishop's writinfrit, nor 
merely because the authority of the Scripture itself is one 
c€ the questiods at issue; but because the interpretation of 
Hdy Scripture cannot be of the same kind as that of doc* 
trinai standards. 

The latter declare precisely, by terms of definite meaning, 
condusions deduced from Scripture itself. On the other 
hand,tiie meaning of the language, which the sacred writers 
use in revealing doctrine, must be ascertained from many 
considerations, which cnnnot enter into an examination 
such as the present. The object of this examination is 
simply to determine, whether the Ctinrch, of which the 
Bishop of Natal is an authorized minister, condemns or 
allows the doctrines which he lias set forth and published. 

Of the charges brought against the Bishop, those which 
are included in the first four schedules refer to extracts 
from his Commentary on the Romans, and they are inti- 
mately connected one with another. Some of the doctrines, 
on which these charges touch, are such as manifestly tran- 
scend the sphere of the human understanding, relating, as 
they do, to the being, mind, and actings of Almighty God, 
which cannot be represented to finite minds as they are in 
their own essence. I may remark, however, here — with- 
out entering into questions as to the authority of Holy 
Scripture, which will have to be considered subsequently — 
that, by the very act of defining doctrines on the profound 
and mysterious subjects to which I have alluded, the 
Church assumes, that in Holy Scripture truths are re- 
vealed to man on these subjects, which truths, although 
expressed to us in human language, and by terms 
vrhich, in their application to an infinite and eter- 
nal Being, often present considerable metaphysical 
difficulties, are yet to be rteeived and believed in 
the mode and form in which they are revealed, as being the 
divinely ordained method for conveying 1^ \.Vv^ \\>aL\scixv 
mind those mysteries of the Divine "KftX\xx^ \.o \5\i\0a.NXv^"fefc 
doetnaea correspond. 
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1 would also notice, as bearing on these four charges, and 
M indicating the point of divergence of the opiiiions oa 
each side, that the Bishop is accused of exclu<iing from Ids 
teaching the notion of the -divine justice; whilst, on the 
other h^tnd, he replies to this charge — in his letter to the 
Idetropolitan— that justice is the necessary consequence of 
God being perfect love, and that his *' book in a hundred 
l»]aces speaks as strongly of God's loving correction of the 
wilful and disobt^ient as of His loving delight in the faith- 
fol and the true." At the same time he adds: *^ Certainly, I 
do not hold the dogma that Grod cannot forgive sin, 
even in an infant, without taking veitgeance for it, without 
inflicting on some one pains and bitter anguish as a 
penalty." As far as I can ascertain the Bishop's view from 
Ibis passage, and from otlier portions of his writings, be 
appcHrs to mean that God's justice does not require Him 
to punish sin, in the sense of inflicting a penalty as the 
result of a law which must be observed, but it does require 
Him to punish as a father corrects his child, with a view to 
recover that child, if possible, from its disobedience. I 
■eed hardly observe that the distinction thus drawn 
touches on some very important principles of the divine 
fovernment. 

I. 

I now proceed to examine the charge which is preferred 
hi the flrst schedule, and which is founded on the extracts 
there quoted. 

It is asserted that in them'the Bishop m:iintains, that our 
Blessed Lord did not die in man's stead, pr bear the punish- 
ment or penalty of our sins, and that God is not reconciled 
to us by the death of His Son. 

It cannot be doubted that the Bishop does maintain the 
Irst of these propositions. He say s expressly : ** There is 
Bot a single passage in the whole of the New Testament 
which supports the dogma of modern theology, that our 
Lord died for our sins, in the sense of dying instead of us, 
dying in our place, or dying so as to bear th& punishment 
or penalty of our sins." No words can be plainer or more 
forcible than these. It is unnecessary for me to enter into 
the critical discussion as to the force of the Greek preposi- 
tion on which these remarks are founded. Indeed, in 
the passage immediately ioWomw^ W\^\. vjhlch is cited 
(p. 93), the Bishop admils, a% v\. ^^xaa X^ xaa, ^Joaa^x ^ 
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much as is contended for on the other side. He says: 
^< The use of the former preposition (hyper), does not 
exclude the idea of the latter (an ti), but does not neces- 
sarily include it." , . . . . "If, therefore, in any 
other parts of Scripture, it were laid down distinctly that 
our Lord died in our stead, the *for ' in such expressions at 
that now before us would have to be interpreted accordingly. 
But the fact is that there is no such statement in the whols 
of Scripture." 

It is of more importance to examine what is the 
doctrine spoken of by the Bishop as a ** modern dogma,** 
which he so emphatically denies. From s')me passage! 
in his Commentary, it might be supposed that he only rejects 
the notion that our Saviour paid our debt (page 111) "in 
the way in which we unredeemed should have to pay it." 
Or in other words (page 94), " If it be spiritual death which 
is meant aa the doom of our sins, we know that he did not 
die spiritually at all; and, therefore, did not die in our 
stead. If it be physical death wliich is meant. He did die 
that death for our sakCvS, but not in our stead, for we must 
all die that death still." 

But the argument here is, aa I understand it, that there 
could have been no substitution at all, for if there had been, 
the punishment would have been of the same kind, our 
liord must have paid our debt in the same way. He does 
not appear to be arguing merely against the notion of an 
exact equivalent having been paid for the debt of sin, but 
against the idea that our Saviour's sufferings and death 
were, in any sense, in our stead, or the penalty far our sins. 
He says, for instance (page 111), that to^Chiist** death was, 
what it is to us now, the necessary painful passage out of 
this life to another, without any shadow of the curse to 
darken it." And agaiii (page 87), ** No inference can be 
drawn that our Blessed Lord was delivered for our sins, in 
the sense of bearing the burden of them, suffering the 
punishment due to them." In consistency with this view, 
-whilst he uses frequently the expression of Christ paying a 
debt for us, he is careful to explain that this is merely a 
figurative expression. He says (page 110), ^'Ofcouria 
it is but a figure of speech to say tliat sin has b/ 
nature a claim upon us, that we by nature owe 
death, as a debt, to sin. Dropping the metaphor, 
the real truth thus meant to be expressed \v ^.'^^ftj* ^'^ 
death is a consequence of the smful xa\xvt» vi\yv&\\ n»^ \\^«tSX. 
in our natare, that we must die becans^ ol oxjlt %vcv. ^^iS» ^^^v 
Lord was under no such necessity oi d"sVii%\«:^s»^^^ ^«^«»' 
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to become wholly one with as, with vs in oar fallen, sorrow- 
ful state, with as in all things, except our sin. If He came 
thus to be made like anto His brethren, it was needful that 
He should die." I understand the Bishop therefore to mean 
that the necessity for our Lord's death arose oat of the ne- 
cessity, which He had voluntarily imposed on Himself, of 
being like us in all things, except sin; and not from any 
necessity of makinic a compensation, or satisfaction, for 
our sins. And thus he says expressly (page 98), '* It is very 
unfortunate that the true meaningof the word 'atonement,' 
which occurs in the Englisli version, namely, at-one-ment, 
or reconciliation, should be so commonly lott sight of, and 
the notion introduced of something paid down to atone (as 
it is said) or compensate to God, or at least, to reconcile God 
to us for our sins.'* 

One pissage, however, in the letter to which the Bishop 
refers for explanation seems to place his meaning beyond 
question (Section IH). ^I repeat the assertion, there is 
not a single expression in the whole New Testament which 
distinctly implies that Christ suffered the weight 
of His B'ather's wrath in our stead." *'He 'bore our 
sins,' not the penalty due to our sins. And in the 
same chapter of Isaiah to whicli St Peter refers, we read, 
'He bore our sorrows and carried our sicknesses^' 
which words St. Mathew quotes (viii, 17), just after our 
Lord had healed many sick persons, to express (as I 
understand it) His sympathizing and sharing in all the 
sorrows and woes of fallen humanity. In the same senses 
I understand the words, ' He bore our sins.' For oar 
sakes He took the likeness of sinful flesli. He was made 
sin, He suffered and died as a sinner. He bore our sins as 
He bore our sorrows. His whole life of obedience culmi- 
nating in the death upon the cross. But there is not a 
word here of His bearing the weight of God's anger in 
our stead." 

Although, therefore, there are several passages in the 

Commentary which I gladly recognize as admitting some 

intrinsic virtue in the death of our Lord Jesus Christ, 

beyond its effect on the minds of men, as a manifestatioa 

of divine love, yet none of these seems to me at all to 

wodify or qualify the assertion that Christ did not " die in 

man's stead, or bear the pum%bmeut or penalty of his sin." 

The second portion of Xlie e\i«kt|^<b T«.l«t% \a >Sqa ^ffecft 

of our Lord's death, as tbe pwiedvB« \v«a T^l€t\^^ \a \\». 

character and pnrpoie. Bat tVie^ w^^^i'wv'Cwna.v^ ^^i- 

nected that the one psMea into th« oV\«t- TV» ^««6i ^a> 
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that the writer maintains that God is not reconcilel to us 
by the death of His Son.*' 

This is the obvious and necessary conclusion from the 
passages cited. The Bishop says (p. 95), ** It is not He who 
needs to be reconciied to us, for ne loves us all along. It is 
we, poor, sin-stricken creatures, who need to be reconciled, 
brought back to Him. And in order to this, as the first step 
to this., we need to be assured of His love.*' And aitain (p. 97), 
** The Apostle does not say that God is reconciled to us by 
the death of His Son, but that we are reconciled to God. 
The difTerence in the meaning of these two expressions is 
infinite." Tiie importance of these last words, as proiring 
that the Bishop could not mean what the Churcli teaches, 
was urged, with much reason, in the course of tlie proceed- 
ings. But the language of the Bishop in his letter (Siect. HI) 
afibrds some explanation of his meaning. He says: *'Aa 
to the former portion of Article ii, I am sorry that 
the expression is there used, <to leconcL^e the Father to 
us,' because it is not scriptural, and it is liuble to be 
misinterpreted. But these words of our Churoii cannot be 
meant to contradict, or set aside, the Apostle's own words, 
when he says that * all tilings are of God, who hath recon« 
ciled us to Himself by Je^us Christ;' that 'Qod was in 
Christ, reconciling the « orld into Himself, not imputing their 
trespasses unto them.' There is of course, a sense in which 
a father displeased requires to be reconciled to his child, 
though tenderly loving him all the while that lie corrects 
him and manifests his anger towards him. I have taught 
that our Lord came, at His Father's own command, to 
reconcile His Father and our Father in this sense to us; 
and I have used the •zpression on page 89, * our riconcUed, 
or rather reconciling, Father and Friend.' " 

From this passage it appears that there is a sense in 
which the Bishop holds that God is reconciled to us, 
althoug he affirms that the expression in the aiticles 
of the Church is <<not scriptural." Before examining 
in what sense the Bishop denies that which the ii Article 
asserts,— that God is reconciled to us, by the death of His 
Son, I must observe that it cannot be admitted, on any 
sound principles of interpretation, that so great a diflference 
exists,— if indeed any exists at all,— between the two ex- 
pressions to which the Bishop refers. Besides those (^aa- 
sages of Holy Scripttire ( 1 Samuel xxix, 4, «a^ ^«AX\\^Ni ^ > 
24) which Are quoted by theoloRian« \i\ x^^et^wc^ v«> ^^^* 
qnettion, our Church in herfoTuiaUcWalctq>i«w\\^ >aaft»>^:v^ 
wordfrecondle " in the sense of reslorVn^ wv.^ ivi««x ^»^ 
who bM9 oOimiled, by some comiKuaaUou Wvvk^ u»^^ ^^ 
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the wrong done. It is thus used in the Exhortation before 
the Communion: **If ye shall perceive your offences to be 
such as Are not only against God, but al60 against yoiir neigh- 
bours, yesluiU reconcile yourselves to them; being ready to 
make restitution and satisfaction, according to the uttermost 
of your power, for all injuries and wrongs done by you to 
any other." 

In the Ilcmilies it often occurs in this sense, and seldom, 
if ever, in any other. 

But it is evident that the Bishop attaches to the word its 
popular sense, when he speaks of the two expressions as 
innnitcly different in meaning. I understand him to 
maintain that, by the expression in Holy Scripture, 
that we are reconciled to God by the death of His Son, 
is only meant, that by that deat]i the cloud of guilty fear 
is banished from our minds, and not also that we 
are restored into the favour of God through restitution 
being ma»le for our offences. I must infer this, notwith- 
standing tlic explanation given in his letter, from the whole 
tenor of his r^rgument in the Commentary, and in particular 
from the piissace (in p. 98) quoted by jne already, in which 
he objects to the notion being introduced of " something 
paid down to atone, as it is said, or compensate to God, or 
(at least) to reconcile God to us for our sins." 

On the whole, after comparing the several passages 
quoted in the first schedule with others in the Commentary, 
and with the explanation given in the letter to the Metro- 
politan, I can draw no other conclusion than this;— that 
the doctrines against which the Bishop's arguments were 
intended are such as are expressed in the following 
passages from the Homilies: 

"Because death, according to St. Pan J, is the just stipend 
and reward of sin; therefore, to appease the wrath of God 
and to satisfy His justice, it was expedient that our Mediator 
should be such an one as might take upon him the sins of 
mankind, and sustain the due punishment thereof, namely, 
death."— (The Sermon on the Nativity.) 

" And yet, I say, did Christ put Himself between God's 
deserved wrath and our sin, and rent that obligation 
wherein we were in danger to God, and paid our debt. 
Our debt was a great deal too great for us to have paid. 
And without payment, God the Father could never be at 
one with us. Neither was it possible to be loosed from thier 
debt by our own ability. It igiVea^e^'aXxaA^^^^^^^^^^ ^« the 
payer iheroof, and to dVschflitge u% c^NaXx^r—^wsSNcj Vst 
Good Friday.) , , , x 

*'Por Himself He was not puxs\%\ve9i.^xV^^i«^'«^«^«^^ 
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iindefiled of all manner of sin. He wa$ wounded, saith 
;Esay, for our wickedness, and striped for oiur sinsi ; He 
suflfered tbe penally of them Himself to deliver us from 
danger."— (Homily for Good Friday.) 

^All the world being wrapped in sin by breaking of the 
law, God feent His only Son, our Saviour Christ, into this- 
word, to fulfil the law for us, and by shedding of His most 
precious blood to make a sacrifice and satis'i^ction, or (as- 
it may be called) amends to His Father for our sins, to 
assuage His wrath and indignation conceived against us 
for the same," — (Homily of the Salvation of all Mankind, 
first part.) 

*• When all hope of righteonsness wfts past on our part, 
when w0 had nothing in ourselves, whereby we might 
quench His burning wrath, and work the salvation of our 
own souls, and rise out of the miserable estate wherein we- 
lay; then, even then, did Christ the Son of God, by the 
appointment of His Father, come down from heaven to be 
wounded for our sakes, to be reputed with the wicked, to 
be condemned unto death, to take upon Him the reward 
of our sins, and to give His body to be broken on the cross 
for our offences.*'— (2nd Homily on the Death of Christ.) 

" God was in Christ when He reconciled the world 
unto Himself. . . . For upon Him He put our sins, 
upon Him He made our ransom ; Hira He made the 
mean betwixt us and Himself, whose mediatioa 
was so acceptable to God the Father, through His 
absolute and perfect obedience, that he took His act for a 
full satisfaction of all our disobedience and rebellion, whose 
righteousness he took to weigh against our sins, whose re^ 
deroption He would have to stand against our damnation.** 
— (Homily for Rogation Week, third part.) 

It is impossible to avoid the conclusion that the 
doctrine as to the nature and efficacy of Christ's 
death which is expounded in these passages, and in 
others which occur in the Homilies, under the ex- 
pressions of Christ suffering the penalty, and taking 
on him the reward of our sins, — making satisfaction, or 
amends, to the justice of God, — and appeasing the wrath 
of God,— are those against which the arguments of the 
Bishop are directed, as a dogma of modern theology. As, 
however, these passages from the Homilies are not cited, I 
only use them as aiding me to intetpiet \.\io^^ ^xa.'cA'W^'^ ^*L 
the Church which are specifttd, ai\ATvo\.«L% oS. XXx^tsja^^"^ 
.suIBcient evidence of the doctxme oi iVx^ C;\kv«0£\* •\!>ki.^ ^ 
(proceed to ascertain from those atan^axd^s. 
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Thd Bishop is able, though, at he admits, with somediffi* 
enlty, to use the words of Article ii ia a sense 
consistent with his teaching. But the question is, whether , 
that sense is not a new sense, instead of being the usual and 
literal meaning of the words. It cannot be denied that 
this is the case. Whether the wcHrds ^ reconcile the Father 
to us " be eqniralcnt to appeasing the wrath of God, or to- 
making restitution for our sins, it is eVident that both 
these are denied in the Commentary. I am quite unable 
to conceive any sense in which the expression in the Article 
can be fairly understood which is not contrary to the 
Bishop's teaching. And when I consider how this expres- 
sion is expounded in the Homilies, I cannot escape the. 
conclusion that the arguments of the writer are directed 
against the Tery doctrine which the Church asserts. 

The other words in the Article— '* to be a sacrifice, not 
only for original guilt, but also for actual sins of men,'' — 
also appear to me, especially in the connection in which 
they stand with the work of reconciliation, incapable of 
any construction consistent with the Bishop's iriews. 

For Christ's death is here declared to be a sacrifice for 
sins, and not merely an ofiering of Himself, acceptable to 
God, such as the Bishop describes in page 161 of his Com- 
mentary. Such a sacrifice of Himself, as was shown in the 
arguments on this head, answers to the burnt-offerings 
under the law; whilst the sacrifices for sin represented 
ideas of a different nature, including the transference of 
sin to the sacrifice, which suffered in the stead of those who 
offered it. In the Article there seems to me to be an allu- 
sion to these sacrifices under the Mosaical l%w; and as it 
explains the nature and efScacy of the deat^ of Christ by 
terms, the meaning of which may be determined from their 
history, I must understand them to mean, that the death of 
our Blessed Lord was of the same kind as those sacrifices 
for sin. 

The expressions in Article xxxi are of the same 

character: ** The offering of Christ once made is that 

perfect redemption, propitiation, and satisfaction for 

all the sins of the whole world." It is unnecessary to enter 

into the question as to the origin of the word "satisf Action" 

as a theological term, which was discussed with much 

Jearning, It ia sufficient to say \\\a\i wV\«\.\\ftr the doctrine 

of "Mtjs/action," as an eflfecl oi CVimVa ^^^Ccv, >«^ ^\tx 

expJJdtljr propounded by AuseXm, ox m^^^ Xs^uwyAxa^ . 

much earlier period, our CbuTchluWilia Mv\<^^\i^^^«!i^^^ 

the term a« one suited to cou^ey to t\i«kTiati^X\iWi^^>sia 
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truths which may be deduced from Holy Scripture on thi» 
mysterious subject; and we have seen, from the language of 
the Homilies, that ** satisfaction " is there interpreted as a 
*' compensation," or " whole amends," made to satisfy the 
justice of God, and appease His wrath against our sins* 
To this the teaching of the Bishop is expressly opposed. 

I must conclude, therefore, that the difference between 
the author of the Commentary and the standards of the 
Church is not a difference in words only. It touches the 
nature and the effects of the Redeemer's work and the very 
foundations of the Church's faith. The Bishop's doctrine- 
affects an Article of the Creed, ^ The forgiveness of sins.'* 
The doctrine of the Cliurch respecting this, as declared ixt 
the Articles and expounded in the Homilies, he rejects. 

I consider the first charge as proved. 

IL 

From the passages quoted under the second schedule, I 
gather that the following doctrines are taught by the 
Bishop. * 

That all men, without exception, as members of the great 
human family, of which Jesus Christ is the head, are in 
Him justified before God and made righteous, and this not 
only without faith, but without any knowledge of Christ. 

That all die unto sin and rise again unto righteousness- 
in their very birth-hour, by virtue of a mysterious union 
with Christ. 

That by being justified before God is meant being 
« counted as righteous creatures," being " treated as 
righteous," ** embraced in God's favour, and dealt with as 
children." 

That though justified, they may have little or no enjoy- 
ment of their father's love, unless there is a revelation to 
them of this gift of righteousness; and that this bringing 
home consciously to men of the gift of righteousness, this 
justifying in a man's own conscience, is t^hat St. Paul 
sometimes means when he says that we are justified by 
faith. 

That this inward justification of which St. Paul thus 
speaks, is conveyed not only through a knowledge of the 
Gospel, and by living faith in Christ, but wV\«tk»H«( vk^ 
Jew, Christian, or heathen, " feels aixy iasak^i^ ^1^^\wm». 
of God'B children in the lailhfui d\acVvw«ft ol wi^ ^^"^1 >^'*' 
infortBking any path of e?iV." ^ ^:^t«mci 

la the BiBbopU letter to the Metcovi^X*'^ ^^ ^^^^ 
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to me to admit that his teaching is such as is here repre- 
sented. *^I do bold," he says, "that all men are 
juBtififd before God.** But he distingnishes betweea 
"justification** and "salvation,'* to the latter of which, 
not to the former, he considers fhith to be necessary. 
He also points out that he regards justification as con- 
sisting in being justified in one's own conscience, only in a 
particuliir use of the word in the Epistle to the Romans. 
The point respecting which I feel the most diflSculty, ia 
examining the Bishop's teaching, is to determine what, in 
his view, is the force of the word "justified." Notwithstand- 
ing the equivalents to the word used by himself and quoted 
above, I am still at a loss to understand what he means. 
He distinguishes the word very emphatically from salva- 
tion. By the latter, he means, in his own words, ** being" 
saved from that Divine displeasure which is declnred 
against all wilful unfaithfulness, and which will be mani- 
fested upon us Christians, above all others, if we do not live 
according to the light vouchsafed unto us *' (Letter to the 
Metropolitan). Again he asks: "Is the Gospel, then, only 
A means for * saving* men's souls from endless misery? 
' And because they, who are faitiiful with their fraction of a 
talent without it, may be as safe as — that is, not more or less 
safe than— Christians with their ten thousand talents, is 
there no work to be done among the heathen?'' &c. 

But whatever may be the Bishop's meaning, when he 

speaks of all men being counted and dealt with as 

righteou«, it cannot be supposed that he is only asserting 

strongly that God's gift of righteousness is suflBcient for 

all men, and provided for all, and, in the Grospel, offl-red to 

all diuring a day of grace: that is, that he is only aflSrming, 

in strong terms, the doctrine of universal redemption. His 

language means, if it means anything, that the gift is 

actually imparted and received for the purposes for which 

it is provided. Thus he says (p. 63), "Whatever 

may be the Apostle's exact meaning here, he does 

distinctly, in chapter v, include the whole of mankind as 

recipients of God*s grace in the Gospel;'' and (p. 64), " The 

whole human race are partakers of the gift of righteousness 

as they are of the rain from Heaven and fruitful seasons." 

I now turn to the charge against the Bishop which is 

founded on the extracts cited in the schedule. It anserts 

that he maintains ther^n *' that ivxatV^c&Uon is a conscious- 

neaa of being counted righteous, «ii^^ v\v^t ^ \ftfevv, ^n^^ 

i^thout such eonsciouBnesa, ate tTeave^\j^ Qt^ ^% fv^\.^\», 

^nd counted righteous, and that a\!Lmetk,«»xs»'a^aw^^'^'<>«^ 
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great human family, are dead UDto sin, and risen again unto 
righteousness." 

This must be accepted as, on the whole, a true statement 
of the Bishop's teaohir^^, although in the first clause the 
language is somewhat ambiguous. His teaching, as he has 
himself espUioe«i it in his letter, is, that sometimes justifi- 
cation means a consciousness of being counted righteous, 
that is, as I understand him. wherever it is spoken of 
subjt^ctively. Before God, all naen are in his opinion 
justified alike; but when St. Paul speaks of -justification as 
obtained through the exercise of our faith, he means a 
justification in the conscience, a consciousness of our 
righteousness before God, which is ours without that faith. 
With this distinction between the two senses of the word 
<< justified," I must admit the statement in the charge as 
correct. 

It is, however, to the charge as a whole that attention must 
be directed. It is, that such beinft the Bishop's teaching as 
to ju Tit ification in its subjective sense, he teaches further, 
that even without this inward consciousness, they are 
counted righteou;:, all are justified in God's sight; and this 
doctrine (it is affirmed in the charge) denies that men 
are justified by faith, and is contrary to the doctrine of the 
Church. 

I must observe here, as was well stated in the course of 
the arguments on this head, that the question of the salva- 
bility of the heathen, and of others who are incapable of 
faitli, cannot be legitimately introduced into this inquiry,. 
How a just and merciful God shall deal with those whom 
revelation does not reach, is a question wholly distinct 
from that now under consideration, viz , whether all men, 
without faith, are justified. 

That portion of our Church Standards cited under this 
schedule which is of most importance for testing: the teach- 
ing of the Bishop is Article xi, ** Of the Justification 
of Man," which is as follows : ** We are accounted righteous 
before God only for the merit of our Lord and Saviour 
Jesus Christ by faith, and not for our own works or de- 
servings ; wherefore, that we are justified by faith only ia 
a most wholesome doctrine, and very full of comfort, as 
more largely is expressed in the Homily of Justification." 

With this Article the Bishop so far agrees that he 
also teaches (except so far as his views of tVv^ "^^^^rj- 
ment miaht modify this) that ve otfc wicsi>\v\X^\ ^x^nkr^nv^ 
before God only for the meTit ol out \iat^ w^^ '^^nys^w: 
JesuB Chriat, and not for out ovxi ^oxV^ ^^ ^^%^x^>»!^ 
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H« also teaches that we are justfiled figr fafth 'oBfy, 
«s distinguished from works ; faith, or that which answers 
to faith in his Tiew, heing the method by which the gift of 
Ood is consciously enjoy^. That assertion of the Article, 
which his teaching expressly contradicts is, that we are 
accoanted righteous before God by faith. He, on the con- 
trary, asserts that all in that faith are accounted righteous 
before God; foith being required not to the poseessfon of 
the gift, but to the knowledge that it is ours. But if fitith. 
is not necessary to any roan 'in order that he may be 
justified before God, it is evident tiiat we are vat justllted 
by faith, in the sense in which our Church teaches this 
doctrine. 

The Homily to which the Article refers, as expressing 

more largely the wholesome doctrine that we are justified 

by fiiith only, is probably that which is entitled a Sermon 

of the Salvation of Mankind by only Christ our Saviour. 

It contains the following passages, of which I need only 

observe that the justification of which the Article speaks, 

and which the Homily expounds, is justification before 

•God: *' The Apostle toucheth specially three things, which 

must go together in our justification. Upon God*s part, is 

great mercy and grace; upon Christ's part, justice, that is, 

the satisfaction of God*8 j ustice ; . . . . and upon our part 

true and lively faith in the merits of Jesus Christ, which 

yet is not ours but by God's working in us." (First part.) 

Other Homilies speak to the same efiect in other terms. 

Thus the Second Seitaion of the Passion says: *<A8 it 

profiteth a man nothing to have salve, unless it be well 

applied to the part infected, so the death of Christ shall 

stand us in no force, unless we apply it to ourselves in such 

sort as God has appointed. Almighty God commonly 

worketh by means, and in this thing hath also ordained a 

certain mean, whereby we may take fruit and profit to our 

soul's health. What mean is that? Forsooth it is faith ." 

But as it is probable that it would be argued by tlie 

Bishop in defence of his teaching, that he means by 

justification something distinct from salvation, and that 

his teaching, therefore, need not be understood to contradict 

the Articles, since he is speaking of a different matter, 

and does not deny that faith is requisite to salvation, I 

must observe tliat the question t o be considered is, whether 

the doctrine that all, without faith, are justified in God's 

MJgbtf can he consistent with the doctrine that we are 

Justifed before God by failV^. li \l \v«i^ Vvt^xi <iV^.T^<ed 

further Against the Biehop that ^^ mwn.WNs» «Nssi >^»x 
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being accounted righteoas before God does not eave ** u» 
ih)in that Divine displeatnre which is decUved against all 
wilfnl an&ithfalness," I shoutd hare to examine whether* 
in this also, he does not contradict the doctrine of the 
Church. 

The teaching of the Bishop that all men are ** dead unto 
sin and risen unto righteousness " is, if I understand him 
aright, much the same as that all are justified. This 
** death unto sin, and new birth unto righteousness " is, 
according to the Church Catechism, the inward and spirit- 
ual grace in baptism, for which faith and repentance 
are required of all persons who are capable, and 
are promised in the case of infants. But the question 
•of the sacraments fiills under the next charge, and I only 
observe here tliat so far as this grace is identical with jus- 
tification, so far the Bishop's teaching contradicts the doc- 
trine of justification taught by the Cliurch. 

On the whole, I must conclude that the charge under 
this schedule, with the explanation given before of tlie 
meaning of the first clause, is established, and that the 
Bisliop has deviated from the standard of the Church, as 
here cited, in regard to an essential part of that doctrine, 
which is justly called Articulus stantis, vel cctdentis, ecclesia. 

Under the third schedule, the Bisly>p is charged with 
maintaining the following doctrine in the extracts which 
are quoted: ** That all men have the new birth unto righ- 
teousness in their very birth hour, that is to say, are regen- 
erated, when born into the world, as members of the 
great human family; and also that all men are partakers (^ 
the Body and Blood of Christ.'* 

I cannot discover any difference between this statement, 
and the teaching of the Bishop in the two extracts which 
are cited. Although the words *' are regenerated " are not 
used by the Bishop, I understand him to mean this. But 
the explanations of his meaning in these passages, as else- 
where given by himself, must be examined by me, before 
the doctrine is compared with that of the Church. 

And here the same difficulty meets us as presented 
itself under the preceding schedule. Does he mean that 
those blessings wliich are intended by a **new birth," and 
the '• Body and Blood of Christ," ate ^twaAr.^ iw ^S^. Nsv 
Christ, 50 that every man has a ligjit t» x^cftvx^ \X\««\.\o. 
Ood'§ appointed way; or that Ihey ax^ Q)OTvtD»sivi»x»^^'^^ 
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received, without Any acceptance of them or co-operatioo otr 
the part of man? His language certainly implies the 
latter. He uses the word *^ partakers" in both extracts, 
and it would be difficult to find a more forcible wo?d. I do 
. not fijad in tlie explanations which the Bishop gives any 
thing materially to afiVct the meaning of this language. 
He argues, indeed, in the letter to the Metropolitan as. if 
. the question turned on the right which man has in Christ. 
He says (section 5): ** Of course we have a right— every 
human being has, if only he knew it, and even a heathen 
may know it and exercise i>:— to call upon the 'FaithM 
Creator ' as our Ftither and our Friend. .... But in 
baptism we have that right declared and assi^red to us in 
the most gracious manner: we are then taken formally 
into the fijmily of God; we are made children in a higher 
sense of the word." But he says afterwards: "It is true 
that, as to the free gifc of Ood, which is set forth to us in 
the sacrament of baptism, I have taught that we all share, 
through God's goodness, from our very birth-hour, without 
•our own co-operation, in the benefit of having *died to sin,'^ 
as a tyrant that has any right to hold us in his grasp, and 
being made * alive unto God' by virtue of the union with 
the Great Head of our race." '* Sharing in the benefit of 
having died to sin," and ** being male alive unto God," seem 
certainly to imply more than the existence of a right to 
benefits which, through means ordained by God, may be 
obtained by all. 4 

With regard to that which is the inward and spiritual 
grace of the other sacrament, the Bishop says more ex- 
pressly in his letter: " With respect also to the Lord*^ 
Supper, I have taught in this book, and more fully in my 
* Sermons on the Eucharist,* that we are all partakers 
in like manner, from our birth-hour, of the benefits 
flowing from the Body and Blood of Christ, which is 
the * free gift ' of God, set forth to us in that sacrament.*' 
And again: " I have shown more fully in my * Sermons on 
the Eucharist' my grounds for making this assertion, wis,, 
that all men have life, spiritual as well as bodily, that they 
eonld have no life (as our Lord tells us), without * eating 
His fiesh and drinking His blood,'— that, consequently, 
they do partake of His Body an<l Blood." In the ** Ser- 
mons on the Eucharist," to which the Bishop refers, and 
which, therefore, I am bound to con8ider;a8 a further ex- 
planation of his teaching on U\V& ^w^ect^ I find that his 
Ai^g^ments are chiefly direotftdXo «^<v«ft«xviw^\^>£t^xX^!wsQDL 
tbnt DOW under excaninfttion, V\z., 'wYvsXX^ftx Qi>DLiL\sdS%^^nAe) 
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and Blood may not be received under certain circamstances 
without the Eucharist. This, of course, is not to be con* 
founded with the doctrine that all men are at all limes 
partaking of this inward and spiritual grace. The two 
opinions seem, howerer, in the Bishop's view, to be con-! 
nected. For the purpose of enabling the Bishop to explain 
his own views, I quote the following passages from these 
sermons: *^ You will be an ambassador from Christ to the 
heathen to tell them these things— to tell them plainly 
that all men, the whole human race, are receiving even 
now the blessings of life, of life for the body, and life- 
spiritual life— for the soul, from Him who is the Life and 
Light of men, — the * True Light,* as St. John says, * who 
lighteneth every man that cometh into the world.' You 
are to tell them that all men are sharing, even now, in the 
blessings of the Great Redemption — are made partakers of 
Christ's humanity, uf His life and of His death — are deriving 
. life and strength from Him, who * gave His flesh for the life 
of the world.' " (Sermon I, p. 12.) **Not one good thought 
can stir within the heart of a dark, Ignorant heathen with- 
out testifying to his relationship to Him who is the Brother 
of us all, without showing that in some hidden way of God'a 
wisdom that heathen man is drawing virtue from the 
human nature of the Son of Man, is partaking in the pre- 
cious benefits which flow to us all from His Body and 
Blood, is deriving that spark of spiritual life from some 
participation in the Living Bread which came down from 
Heaven." (Sermon H, p. 15). 

There are two ideas which seem to me to be identified 
by the Bishop in his sermons and in his letter to the 
JMetropolitan wl»ich are, however, very different. One, 
that if a man has spiritual life, that life is derived from 
Christ; the other, that there is this spiritual life in every 
man. But I see nothing in all the explanations given by 
him to modify — and much to confirm — the opinion which 
I should form from the extracts in this schedule, that, 
according to his teaching, every man, at all times, possesses- 
that spiritual life, which is derived from Christ, which the . 
Bishop calls Christ's " resurrection life." 

I wouldobserve here, and I do this simply tliat the Bishop's 
'views may be understood, and not in any way as pre- 
judicing the comparison of these views with the doetriue of 
our Church, that it is impossible not to tt^e,Q\^^\vL^ \\\ V\^ 
teaching the same notion?, and somelitu^^ Wife ngx^ ^^'^^^ 
language, hb will be found in lYve a\.«ttv\wc^ >iit\\Axv?> ^^ 
"the people conmMy called (^vk^lL^ta:* ^w:OlM > '^^ ^"^ 
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ApoTo^, maintains that in all men there is ^ a splritiuU 
lieaTenlj, and invisible principle,** which tome call "• the 
gpiritual body of Christ, the flesh and blood of Clirist whtdi 
came down Arom Heayen;" by which *' light and seed* 
^*-eTery unrighteous action is witnessed against and 
xeproved;'* ** which subsists in the hearts of wicked men, 
cren while they are in their wickedness;*' and which is to 
lie distinguished from natural reason and natural consdenoe, 
Wing the very light of Christ in the consdence. Whether, 
or not, the views put forth by the Bishop may be traced to 
this origin, I am sure that I do not misrepresent him what 
I infer that his meaning is much the same as BArclay^^ 
sdtbough the two writers might differ widely in some of 
tibeir conclusions. 

It must be remembered^ also, what is the true qnettion 
at issue here. Not whether there is in msn, as man, 
by nature, a faculty of judging between right ana 
wrong,— a law written on the heart,— a light to show 
«B the way we should walk in, carrying its own 
authority with it, as is argued by Bishop Butler; bat 
whether this or anything in man, as man, is not only a 
law, but the spiritual life of which Holy Scripture speaks, 
as the effect of union with Christ, of a new birth unto 
xighteousness, and of a partaking of His Body and Blood. 

I proceed now to examine whether this doctrine of the 
j^shop does, as asserted in the charge against him, deny 
**that the holy sacraments are generally necessary to 
eaWation, and that they convey any special grace, aofl 
farther denies that faith is the means whereby the Body 
and Blood of Christ is received and eaten, and that faith 
is necessary in order that the grace bestowed by God in 
sacraments may have a wholesome effect and operation, 
smd therefore impugns and contradicts the Catholic faith 
as expressed in the Articles, &c., above set forth and re- 
ferred to." 

1. That Sacraments are '^ generally necessary to saftva- 
tion, according to the teaching of our Church, may be in- 
ferred from Articles XXY, xxvii, and xxviii, cited under 
this schedule, and it is expressly stated in the Obardi 
Cat''cMi«m. The office for *' Public Baptism of such at 
are of itiper Years " speaks of the *' great necessity " of that 
ffgcrameut, where it may be had. 
Although the Bishop wou\d, \i 1 xm^^x^tand his view, 
JDainfain that the **new \)wt\i uxito t\^>^X^w3«Ba«fc* vsA^^ 
^partaking of the Body and BVood <SICV\t«X'^ tafe ^6A>5««k 
^om sal ration, and he iiut)a^ \\«jn&s» «^b^ %a^ 
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in faii sense of the word '' salyatUm," the saoniraeiiii 
may be regarded as generally necessary to it»— yei 
1 do not consider that this woald affect the conolasloi» 
to be drawn from his teaching. The Bishop uses th» 
term " saWation," as he uses other theological words, iar 
ienses different from their usual meaning. But I mus^ 
consider simply how our Church uses the laoguaget an# 
Biiuse of the two parts of a sacrament, the iawai>d anA 
spiritual grace is that by Tirtue of which it is necessary,^*.-^ 
salvation,- and since the Bishop teaches that all men/w 
all times, as members of the human family, already na?# 
that grace without the sacraments, therefore, acoor^ui^ 
to his teaching, the sacraments cannot be generally neceih 
sary to salvation. 

Indeed, that the grace which the Bishop holds tabe giwem • 
to all men is saying,*— in the Church's sense of saying-— 
seems evident from his own words in his Commf ntaiy 
<p. 119). He says that the office of our baptism is ** not tor 
separate us from our fellow-men, as if we were any better 
or safer than they." The Church, on the contrary, in %\» 
ministration of public baptism, compares that sacrameiifr 
to the entering of Noah and his family into the Ark, thai 
they might be sayed from perishing by water. 

2. That the sacraments conyey special grace, or as I 
understand these words, are means whereby we receiva 
an inward and spiritual grace, special to each sacramertl^ 
and not received ordinarily without them; and that thi* 
grace is, in baptism, a death into sin and a new birth nnt<» 
righteousness, or regeneration; in the Lord's Supper, tha 
Body and Blood of Christ, is a doctrine plainly declared! 
In the Formularies of our Church, besides the Chvrelli 
Catechism, the language of which is express. Articla 
XXV says, ^Sacraments are certain sure witnesses andl^ 
effectual signs of grace and God's good will towards us^ 
and doth not only quicken, but also strengthen and confirna 
our faith in Him." Articles xxvii and xxvui defina 
what is the ** special grace " of each sacrament. In the 
words of No well's Catechism, ** jUero reTuucimur, aUer^ 
ttutentamur ad vitam atenutm,** 

Does the teaching of the Bishop contradict this? In hia 
letter to the Metropolitan, he denies the justice of th» 
inference, and says, ** I have not spoken of the sacrameata 
as onl^ signs, and not also * means of grace,' wheu 4»S!^ 
xeceived." But the question is, whelYieT Ya «Am\\A >3ftiV9i\^ 
he meui§ oi graoe in the sense ot tViQ Ax\.ic\^% «a^ ^^^^"^gi 
FormnlAriefff-^uk other worda» U> coaiiey «P«««^ t:i?k^* ^ 
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cannot see, whatever be may teach as to the beneficial effect 
of a right ose of the sncraments, — thus admittins; them to 
be, in some general sense, means of grace,~that his teach- 
ing can frtil to contradict that of the Church, so long as he 
maintains that all men, as members of the hnman family, 
have already received the grace of each sacrament. If we 
''have already died unto sin, and rlspn again unto righteous- 
ness, in our very birth-hour," and if all men are at all times 
partaking of the Body and Blood of Christ, I am qaite un- 
able to conceive a sense in which sacraments can be'" means 
"Whereby we receive the same." They cannot be, to use the 
langua ge of Article xxYii respecting baptism, " instruments." 
3. That *' faith is the means whereby the Body and Blood 
of Christ is received and eaten,'* is also the doctrine of our 
Church. Article xxviii declares of the Load's Supper, 
that ** the mean whereby the Body of Christ is received 
and eaten in the Supper is faith/' And the exact meaning 
of these words is illustrated by the language of Article 
xxxx, to which I refer for this purpose. That Article 
affirms that '* the wicked, and such as be void of a lively 
faith, although they do carnally and visibly press with their 

teeth the sacrament of the Body and Blood 

of Christ, yet in no wise are they partakers of Christ." The 
meaning of Article xxviii, therefore, is, not that faith is 
necessary merely to partake of Christ in and by the 
sacrament, but necessary under all circumstances. 
Those who are destitute of faith, — even though 
they receive the sign and sacrament, yet are in no 
wise partakers of Christ. The Bishop teaches that all 
men, wiih or without faith, are at all times partakers of 
Christ; the Church teaches,<-not even in the sacrament^ 
unless they have faith; and lest it might be said that there 
is one kind of partaking by the sacrament, another at alf 
times by that which every roan, as man, receives, — the words 
most be observed, ** in no wise are they partakers of Christ." 
That, under all circumstances, faith is necessary for the 
partaking of the Body and Blood of Christ might also be 
inferred from the Bubric after the Communion of the Sick. 
And to the same eff. ct the Homily on the Sacrament (First 
Sermon) says, "The unbelievers and faithless cannot 
feed upon that precious Body. Whereas the faithful have 
their life, their abiding in Him, their union and incorpora- 
Hon in Him.*' Article xxviii, as explained by these^ 
erSdently means, that whetUetiu l\\« %^^i«:cGi^\v\. «t ^^t of 
ii9 BMOrament, faith la t\\emeaiv%\>5 ""^^^"^^^^^^^l ^»^^ 
Miood of Christ can alone \>q t«&eV«e^ vci^ ^^xati. 
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When, therefore, the Bishop maintains that all men at all 
times are partaking uf that Body and Blood, I cannot bat 
conclude that he contradicts the teaching of oar Church, 
iklthoagh there are some expressions in the second extract 
under the schedule which seem to draw some distinction 
between the ** faithfully partaking," or " feeding upon it by 
living faith/' and thit partaking which is common to lUl 
men, yet this is a distinction expressly excluded by the 
doctrine of the Church, and I cannot consider that, even if 
theBtshop intended to draw such a distinction, it would 
prevent his other language from contravening the Articlea 
«8 set forth in the schedule. 

4. The last question under the charge is, whether 
the Bishop's teaching denies *'that laith is necessary 
in order that the grace bestowed by God in sacra- 
ments may have a wholesome effect and operation;*' 
that is (as I understand the charge), that the inward and 
spiritual grace of each sacrament may have some such 
effect and operation. 

This must be conclu.'cd to be the doctrine of the 
Church from Article xxv. which declares that *Mn such only 
M» worthily receive the same (sacraments) have a whoI»- 
aome effect or operation.'* And sacraments consist of tw^ 
parts, according to the Churches teaching— of the sign and 
the grace, of which the latter is that which produces this 
wholesome effect. Does, then, the Bishop deny that a worthy 
reception — that is, receiving in faith — is necessary, that the 
inward and spiritual grace may so work in man? 

The question seems to me to turn on these words, ** a 
wholesome effect and operation." If the Bishop had only 
■maintained, in strong terms, that these precious gifts of 
God, ''a new birth unto righteousness," and **the Body 
and Blood of Christ," were provided for all men, so that 
every man may receive these gifts, as God has ordained 
that they should be received, I could not consider that he 
had contradicted the doctrine of the Church under this 
Jhead. But if words have any force at all, he teaches much 
more than this in the extracts which are quoted. In the 
explanations of his doctrine, to which he has himself re- 
iSerred, he speaks of all men partaking <' of the benefits 
:flowing from the Body and Blood of Christ," '* having life 
spiritual as well as bodily," " deriving life and strength from 
Christ." I cannot but consider such exv^^^wycA %» «^r- 
tributing some wholesome effect aud o^ei«X\wi Vi ^^^ 
onward and spiritual grace which out C\\vwq>cv ^^'^'^VJJL 
bestowed in sacraments, through fa\th,\>\xX wVosJcLCaa »w^^ 
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leMlide is lAiared by all men, withoat the sacraBieiits aad^ 
without faith. 

The Bishop, indeed, in this second eztnct, spesloi 
•f ^tbe effect wrought upon ourtclves by comiDg^ to 
JUbe hfAj sacraments, depending therefore on the apirit 
it which we come to it/' This, however, he ezpreaal^ 
^ttfttinguishes from the inward and spiritual grace of the 
Mcrament, of which the charge speaks. The Bishop aHowiy 
«a I have already noticed, that the sacramenta are. In a 
l^eral sense, means of grace, as other rehgious ordinances 
ere, and that the eff^ so produced depends on the sphit 
in which we come. But this is not the question. He does^ 
•ot admit, but on the contrary emphatically denies, that 
^th is necessary, in order that men may partake of the 
frace special to sacrameot8,^the new birth; and the Body 
and Blood of Christ, and of the benefits which flow from these, 
f consider, therefore, that the charge against the Bishop 
smder this schedule is proved in all its parts. 

I have examined the Bishop's explanations on this snb- 
jlGt, and the whole of this charge against him, with the 
snore esre, because of the diversity of opinion which exists 
atiKmg members of our own Church, as to the meaning of' 
4he Church's teaching respecting sacraments. But it ap- 
pears that the Bishop contradicts truths in which all 
flchools cf theology within our Cliurch agree, and that his 
•pinions are wholly outside the limits of the questions dis« 
eossed between them. 

IV. 

Cnder the fourth schedule the charge is, that ** main- 
tuning that he cannot any longer maintain or give 
vtteraoce to the doctrine of the endlessness . of future 
Bunishments, the Bishop impugns and contradicts" the 
idth of Christ as expressed in certain Articles and 
VormularJes. 

The force of these words of the Bishop, which occur in 
the extract quoted from p. 177 of the Commentary, must 
Ift gathered from the whole argument of the passage of 
which they form a part. He proceeds to say that he 
^ dare not dogmatize at all on the matter." But he sees 
Ihat the word " eternal *' does not mean ** endless," and Ux 
seoBOOB, which he discusses at length under nine heads, he 
€ntertain» '* the * hidden hope" \.\\«i^^ x\\^ta «x& x ai a R flSai 
g^oceaaes wlien this life la^eaeieaL^ol ^\sM3a.%Xi ^|i»a«B.\ -«% 
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Iq the Bishop's letter to the Metropolitan (Sectioii VII)* ho 
layK, with reference to the views propounded in the Com- 
mentary,, that he hat maintained no points at all on the 
subject of the eternal world, except that God will deal 
with His creatures according to His name, which is Lores 
thai he has said tliat he entertains *' hidden hope;,**— and 
that he sajs, not even that, for aU, — that he maintaioa oniy 
that the doctrine of endless (not eternal) punishment is uA 
found in the Bible or the Prayer-book, that punishments 
after death may be remedial. 

This explanation, however, does not meet the presept 
charge. If the doctrine of the endlessness of future 
punishment is that of the Church, an argument to 
prove that the opposite doctrine may be true is not con- 
sistent with the teaching of the Church. But, in reali^ 
on some points, the Bishop expresses himself without 
any doubt or uncertainty, and I do not understand 
his letter as retracting these passages. He says, e.g., in « 
passage cited under this schedule (p. 187), " That utter, 
unspeakable misery should be the portion, for endless ages, 
for ever and ever, alike of all who are not admitted at first 
into the realms of infinite joy. . . . our hearts, taught 
as they are by God's Spirit, instinctively revolt at such a 
dogma, as a blasphemy upon the name and character of this 
High, and Holy One, and refuse to believe it, though a 
thopand texts of bcripture should be produced, which maj 
seem at first sight to assert it." 

As far as I can understand the Bishop's views from thi« 
and similar passages, he refuses to maintain and give 
utterance to the doctrine of the endlessness of future punish" 
ments, partly because he considers that the punishment of 
some must be remedial, and partly because he entertaine 
the hope— it is difficult to understand in what sense it is a 
« hidden hope"— that all punishments may be of this nature. 

In the former of these opinions he approaches very 
closely to the Bomish doctrine of purgatory, and althougb, 
in his letter to the Metropolitan, he insists on the essential 
differenee between his own teaching and that of the Churdt 
of Home, the difference does not seem to me to affect the 
doctrine itself, as defined by the best Romish theologians. 
(Belhirm. De Furgatorio, Lib. i. Cap. i.) The language of 
the Bishop, that for ''some of those, who in the maui 
are good and true, there is 'a necessity for stripea* 
before they are 'admitted into the lealm^ ol voftscSfia^ 
jojr,' " doea not differ from tYie \axi%v)iA%^ ^i ^iJ^.^ ^2^530^^ 
ot Borne (Cat. Council of Treat, lAa^T»a>2c^ \^^>^^^»^ 
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•peaks of a purgatorial fire ''in which the souls of 
just men are cleansed by a temporary puuishment." The 
iba] difference between the Bishop's teaching and that of 
the Church of Rome arises from the diffeient sense in 
-which he understands the word ** punishment." And I am of 
opinion that our Church, in Article xxii,— the sense 
of which mAy be gathered from passages in the Book of 
Common Prayer, and from tlie Homily concerning Prayer, 
Second Part^—.does condemn all doctrine which teaphes, as 
the Church of Borne teaches, that there is need for purga- 
torial punishments after death, before admission into the 
realms of bliss. 

As, however, the Bishop is not charged with holding the 
doctrine of purgatory, and contradicting by this the doctrine 
of our Church, I only treat this as subordinate to the main 
question, whether by maintaining that all punishments may 
be remedial, he impugns the faith of the Church on this 
subject. 

This is defined in the article from the Athanasian Creed 
«ited in this schedule, viz: '^Tliey that have done good 
shall go into life everlasting, but the wicked into eyer- 
lasting fire.*' It is impossible to take this otherwise than 
as a definite proposition in a standard of faith. I need not, 
therefore, enter into any discussion as to the force of the 
word "eternal," because tlie language of the creed must be 
determined, not from etymological or philosophical consi- 
derations, but according to the usual and accepted meaning 
of the terms employed. Nor need I consider whether the 
philosophical arguments from the word "eternal" do not 
rather indicate, that the future state must be, in the 
nature of things, fixed and unalterable. Indeed, the Bishop 
seems to me himself to abandon the argument from 
the word, since he allows that the "eternal fire is 
burning for ever and is unquenchable Cpage J 96): "but" 
he asks, "where are we told that those who are thus 
committed to the worm and to the fire, shall abide with 
them for ever and ever?" 

An argument against the Bishop's view which was 
xtrged in the course of the proceedings, that, as is evident 
from his own reasonings, the hope of endless life is ren- 
dered insecure by questioning the endless punishment of the 
"Wicked,— has no doubt grent weight, but it does not seem to 
he Admissible here. The question must be reduced to this, — 
whether the endlessness of p\n\\%VvTaeivX \% \«*.\i%Ut by the 
Church, as a truth which, awtxii a^ \x\^\.o <iQ\>x«ax^\ft^YL 
jret rerealed in Holy Sctiptuie. 
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With reference to this it was argaed that the doctrine of 
'Origen, who taught that a]] punish ments after death were 
remedial, has heen accounted a heresy in the Church, and 
that the clause cited was introduced into the Athanasian 
Creed for the purpose of condemning his error. If that 
^neral council at Constantinople which bj one of its 
canons condemned Origen and his writings generally had 
specified this error in its authentic records, and had con- 
<lemnedit **by the express and plain words of the canonical 
Scriptures," I should have considered this sufficient to de- 
cide the question as to the faith of the Church. But at 
this is not the case, I refer to the Formularies of our own 
Church for information as to the sense in which this por- 
tion of the Athanasi&n Creed must be understood. 

The Thirty-nine Articles, beyond confirming the Creed, 
do not refer to this question. The Forty-two Articles of 1 552 
had contained one (the forty-second) which condemned the 
opinion of those who maintain that all sliall be saved at last. 
That Article the Bishop argues (Commentary, p. 244) did 
not condemn such views as he teaches. It is argued by 
others that the omission of this Article in the revision in 
1562 indicates that this question was intended to be left 
open in future. But the opinions of Archbishop Parker, 
and of others who were concerned in that revision, may be 
^thered from other documents, and do not admit of such 
an inference being drawn. Other Articles were also 
omitted, one of « hich, condemning the opinion that the 
resurrection is past already, certainly maintained an arti- 
cle of faith. The true explanation of the omission of the 
last four of the Forty-two Articles is, doubtless, that they 
referred to certain errors of the Anabaptists, from which, 
in 1562, the English Church was no longer in danger. 

As regards the meaning of the language in the Atha- 
nasian Creed, I must observe that the frequent use of the 
word •'everlasting'* as equivalent to "eteinal" in all our 
Church Formularies,— and a similar use of the word 

-** endless*' in some instances, e.g., in the Visitation Service 
and in the Homilies,— seems of itself to prove that these 
words are employed in their usual sense, without reference 
to any metaphysical considerations. To argue that ever- 
lasting life— salvation — felicity— death— fire— perdition (for 
of all these the term is predicated),— either do not last for 
ever, or last only with respect to God, and la l\v!i&\x <^^^ 
essence^ and not in regard to t\\o«e wVvo «t^ '^«.\^a^KAx^ <aR. 
the paniahmcDt or the reward,— appeat* to m^ \» ^S^^ "^ 

new sense on such words, and to ttLtn t\v«ia w^ft» ^^^^^ 

tbeirpUda meaaing. 
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If I refer to the Homilies/uidotfaadocnmentaof ttieMiiie 
period, tu ascertain in what sense the words were acceipted, 
their meaning is clear. Thus the Homily on the Fear «f 
Death, says: " This sUte and condition is called the second 
death, which nnto all such shall ensue after this bodily death, 
iind this is that death which indeed ought to he dreaded 
snd feared, for it is an everlasting loss, without remedy of 
tiie grace and fiivour of God, and of cTerlasting joy, pleasorey 
and felicity. And it is not only the loss for eyer of all these 
eternal pleasures, but also it is the condemnation both of 
body and soul, without either appellation or hope of redemp- 
tion." (First Part.) Again Nowell's Catechism haa the 
idlowing words, in which the reason, assigned foe the 
eternity of punishment, proves in what sense the terms weie 
employed, and this is the more important, since Nowdl vras 
the prolocutor of the Convocation of 1562, and his Catechism, 
published in 1570, had the special sanction of Arohbishopa 
Parker and Grindal. (Nowell's Cat. Oxford, 1835, p. 97.) 

**Scelerum suorum conscientia, et senpitemo igne, atque 
canni summoque 8upplicioexcruciati,sBternaspoenaadabnnt 
atque dependent. Nam quoid a morUdibua in Dei immortalia 
immensam infinitamgue majestatem peccatttm est injmiio ^iam 
perpetuaque supplicio dignum est." 

A similar argument may be drawn from the language of 
the Reformatio Legum (De Hssresibus), since it not only 
condemns those who in that age revived the errors of 
Origen, but condemned them on this ground,that the ezprea- 
sions in Holy Scripture similar to that in the AtbanaMan 
Creed proved that future punishments are endless. ** Sacra 
Seriptura damnatos sapeptonunciatiH perpetuos cruciaitas^ ti 
atemasjlammas prtecipitari,** That the Keformatio Legum 
never passed into law does not affect the conclusiona 
which are to be drawn from its language. 

Although, therefore, our Church contents herself with 
simply asserting this awful truth, without venturing to 
speculate on the secrets of the future world, I must conclude 
that her language on this subject is not ambiguous, that the 
terms employed are such as leave no doubt of their meaning, 
and that by accepting the Athanasian Creed, in which the 
endlessness of future punishment is affirmed, as ''proved 
by most certain warrants of Holy Scripture," the Churdli 
does not leave her ministers at liberty either to deny 
ibe doctriae^ or to teach that it is doubtful. 

^the charges which axe hxw^V Mpas»\. ^^«^**^ 
teaching under the next lout a<ihftd\£«a aa» iwafta^^aa.^* 



tracts firom Part I and n of Mb work on the Feutatench, and 
are closely connected together. 

The charge preferred under Schedule V is, that in Ae 
extracts quoted in that schedule, the writer, mnintainHig 
that the Holy Scriptnres contain the Word of God, bat are 
not the Word of God, impngns and contradicts the Catholic 
Faith as expressed in the Fomralaries of the Church as 
therein cited. 

Id these extracts the Bishop says expressly, <* The B!hle 
is not itself < God*s Word,' but assuredly < God's Word' will, 
be beard io the Bible by all who will humbly and rererently 
listen to it." And again, *'It" (the Pentateuch) "cannot 
be regarded as historically true. It does not on that aceount 
cease to * contain the true word of God,' to enjoin things 
necessary to salration," &c. 

The Bishop has, howcTer, referred to the Prefiice to Part 
in of bis work on the Pentateuch in explanation of the 
extracts from Part I and n, quoted in these schedules, and 
in this prefkce (page xxviiiXthe following important pas- 
sage occurs: 

** There is a sense also in which I am quite ready to spiik. 
of the Bible as the 'Word of God,' just as we call a Church the 
''Houseof God, without meaning thereforeto say that the plan 
or material of the building is divine, or that God meets with 
us there exclusively. But I prefer the language of the 
First Homily, <In it (Holy Scripture) is contained the 
true Word of God ;' and I agree with the language of 
Dean Milmnn, who says, (Hist of the Jews, Pref. p. xi.) : 
'' The moral and religious truth, and this alone, I appre> 
bend, is the *Word of God' contained in the sacred 
wrltiUKS. I know no passage in which the term is applied 
to any sentence or saying, which does not conyey or enibiee 
uch truth." 

<^0n this account (the Bishop continues) I am un- 
willing to make use of the expression, the Bible is the 
Word of God, — though, in the sense of the words abome 
explained, I can use it,— because it is so likely to mislead 
the uneducated, and induce them to attach a superstitioua 
leTerence to the mere text of Scripture." 

It appears, therefore, that in a certain sense the Bishop 
allows the Bible to be the Word of God. It remains to be 
considered whether this sense Is that in which the Church 
holds Scripture to be God's Word, as it la eaX\»\ Ssv feksf^-- 
diet xYJi, XX, XXII, and elsew\i«Te,— ot \i\\^'Cwst \x» ^^«^» 
notwitbBUkDding, contradict tho docVeme oi xSaa Ci>tt>«!es^^sa. 
tbig rerjr important nibject. 
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This doctrine may be sufficiently inferredfirom the Articles 
and other Formnlaries specified under tliis schedule. There 
4b, indeed, in the standards of oai Church no exact definition 

^ of the nature and extent of the authority of Holy Scripture, 

- for this obvious reason, that its authority is assumed 
throughout these standards, and that which is assumed 

-as a first principle is affirmed in all the doctrines which 
are thence derived. No standard of fkith defines the trntht 
justice, and other moral perfections of God, but they are 
assumed as the foundation of all faith. And though our 
Church has refrained firom assigning, by any definition, 
limits to this question of the authority of Scripture as 
God's Word, there are conclusions which may be drawn 
with certainty from the language of her Formularies. 

First of all, in Article yi are the following words: '' In 
the name of Holy Scripture we do understand those 

-canonical books of the Old and New Testament of whose 
authority was never any doubt in the Church." By this 
definition a distinction is drawn between canonical books and 
other books (apocryphal writings), which ** the Church 

-doth read for example of life and instruction of manners; 
bat yet doth it not apply them to establish any doctrine." 
It is evident, then, that Holy Scripture is that by which 
doctrine is established. Tlie authority of canonical books, 
which was never doubted in the Church, for, as history 
proves, it was the authority of books canonical, and not 
the exact list of books, that was never doubted, is clearly 
an authority to establish doctrine. And this appears to 
have been the meaning of the term ** canonical" (Bishop 
Cosios's Scholastic History of the Canon of Scripture, chap. 
1, sec. 1), that these books were acknowledged by the 
Church '* to be the infallible rule of our faith and the 
|>erfect square of our actions." So Jewel's Apology for the 

-Church of England says: JRecipimus et amplectimur omnes 
Canonicas Scripturas ; and this implies, among other things, 
eas esse cerlissimam normam, ad quam {ecclesia) si vaciUet 
aut erretpossit exigi; et ad quam omnis doctrina eccUsiasHea 

» deheat revorari. 

Indeed, although the first purpose of Article vi is not 

. to define the authority of Holy Scripture, but to assert 
its sufficiency and to declare that it ^ containeth all things 
necessary to salvation,"— whilst the Church of Rome, on 
the contrary, afiirms (CoucU. Trid,, Seas. iv. Decretum 

tfe Canonicas Scripturis :) " Hanc verllatem el dx&cxpVvwxm 
tconttneri in Lihris Scriptis, ct sine script© trttdll\ouVb>is,— -j^ 
ihia Article expressly asaigua to «>«v^X^t^ vKswaa wA 
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exclusiye authority ia matters of faith. And that this 
exclusion of every other source of doctrine to be belieTed' 
as an article of faith does imply the converse, namely, that 
that which is read in Holy Scripture, or may be proved 
thereby, is to be belieyed, may not only be concluded from* 
the nature of the case, since otherwise Scripture could be 
no rule of faith, but also may be certainly proved from- 
Article viii, which affirms that the three creeds ought 
" thoroughly to be believed and received," for this reason, 
because '* they may be proved by most certam warrants of ' 
Holy Scripture." 

That the doctrine of the sufficiency of Scripture was 
d<irived by the Reformers from that of its authority as the 
Word of God is certain from their writings. This is 
apparent in the following passage in Nowell's Catechism 
(pajre 14): 

M, Omnia ergo ad pietatem salutemque necessaria in 
verbo Dei Scripto contineri affirmaa ? 

A, Certe; esset enim intolerabilis impietatis* atque 
dementia: existimare, vel Deum imperfectum doctrinam re- 
liquisse, vel homines, quod iUe non perfecerit^ absoivere 
potuisse, Itaque Dominus severissime interdixit, ne verba 
suo quicquam adderent vel subtraherent, nee ab eo ad dextram- 
vel sinistram deflecterent 

It must therefore be concluded that oar Church holds, 
as a first principle in all her teaching, that the Holy 
Scriptures are in this sense the Word of God, namely, that 
they declare, with authority from God, that which is to be 
believed by man, and required as necessary to his salvation. 

Again, Article xvii declares further that 'Mn our 
doings that will of God is to be followed which we have 
expressly declared unto us in the Word of God," which, by 
the preceding clause of the Article is identified with 
Holy Scripture. Article xx teaches that <*it is not 
lawful for the Church" (although it has a power to* 
decree rites and ceremonies and authority in controversies 
of faith) '*to ordain anything that is contrary to God's 
Word written, neither may it so expound one place of 
Scripture, that it be repugnant to another." The authority 
of the Church is subordinate to that of Holy Scripture, 
because the latter is truly the Word of God; and not one 
part of Scripture only, but every part. 

Auain, in the Preface to the Prayet-Vs^i^^, ^fi^'^ 

Scriptures are called "the "very p\xx^ "^oi^ <A ^^A^^ 

and are contrasted with " uncertam %toive« «a:A \fe%«a.^^r 

'-'formerly read in the Charch, — vtet^^l *^\Bft n^««^ 
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"vntnie, aome uncertain, some yam and supers tiHoni.' 
It is implied, therefore, that the Bible, being the Word 
of God, is pure from admixture of human error. 

Lastly, it is suflScient to notice that before entering oa 
the lowest office of the ministry in the Church, the candi- 
date 18 required to declare that he nnfeignedly believes all 
the Canonical Scriptures of the Old and New Testament,-* 
that is, certainly, that he beUeyes them all, as the ChurdL 
teaches they are to be received and believed, as the Word 
of Ood, speaking with an authority which has been never 
doubted in the Church. 

Does the explanation which the Bishop gives of his own 
views agree with this teaching of the Church or not? He 
prefers, he says, the expression that the Bible eontaina 
God's Word. He quotes this expression firom the first 
Homily, which, however, uses it in such a sense as to 
admit also that the Scriptures are God's Word, being ex- 
pressly and repeatedly so called in this same Homily, whidi 
also speaks of the '* most infallible certainty, truth, and 
perpetual assurance" of these <* necessary and fruitful 
lessons;" and declares that God is " the only author of 
these heavenly studies;" for, indeed, the word "contain'* 
may boused in different senses. A book may contain the 
History of England, and also be that history; or it may 
contain that history and other subjects besides. The 
Homily evidently uses the word in the former sense; 
the Bishop in the latter. He speaks, indeed, of God's Word 
in the Bible being " clothed with the outward form of a 
law, or a parable, or proverb, or narrative;" and again, of 
its being ^ the inward core and meaning of these Scrip- 
tures." If such expressions stood alone, their sense might 
'be, that the letter of the Bible contains God's Word, as the 
body of man contains his spirit; the Divine and human 
elements being united together in Holy Scriptures, as the 
reasonable soul and flesh are one man. But this is 
clearly not the Bishop's meaning; he teaches that these 
two elements are separate. Holy Scripture, according to 
him, contains God's Word in such a sense that it has aa 
intermixture of "human elements, of error, infirmityv 
passion, and ignorance" (p. 13). It will hardly be argued 
that God's Word, declaring with authority what man ought 
to do and believe, can co-exist with elements which are ia 
tbeir Doture fatal to such authority. But I must further 
«ihsMTe that, in the Bishop's teacVati^^, Qto^^ Wwd itself 
A«» A di^rent meaning feom that -whvOo.Ha «*«i\gBR?^\tk>& 
fy our Charch. The Church m««D» vhax. Vsk ^XasSsv^isA 
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^that which speaks to the witness of God withia" men* 
"to which alone under God Himself, whose yoice it ntters 
in the secrets of his inner being, each roan is nltimatel/ 
ieponsibIe,-to the reason and conscience." The oonstruo* 
tfon of tliis sentence is ambiguous, but bj comparison with 
ofther passages I understand the sense to be, that each maa 
18 ultimately responsible only to this inward witness ia 
himself under God, whose voice this witness uttert{ 
and the Word of God in the Bible is that wliich speaks 
to this witness, and which it recognizes as God's yoioe. He 
says again, that God's Word is '< that within the Bible which 
teUs them of what is pure and good, holy and losing, faith- 
ful and true, which speaks directly firom God's Spirit to 
their spirit;" << that which they will feel and know in them- • 
selves to be righteous and excellent, however they may 
perversely choose the base and eviL" 

This view of the Bishop is made more apparent by other 
passages of his works, which he requests may be considered 
as a whole, in order that these extracts which are articled 
may not be misunderstood. In page 15^, in contiouatioa 
of the preceding argument, after speaking of the spiritu4 
truths in the Bible, ** which, however declared, when once 
perceived by the spirit's eyes are recognized at once as 
truths, as eternal realities," and which, ** being recognized, 
it would be sinful not to believe and embrace," he adds, 
^* But then, too, they must be taught to recognize the voice of 
God's Spirit, in whatever way, by whatever ministry, he 
Touchsa&s to speak to the children of men ;" and he proceeds 
to give instances from heathen writers in illustration of 
this. That is, as I cannot but understand him, these truths 
ought to be believed and embraced, not because they are 
declared to us by Scripture, or can be proved from Scripture, 
— ^for wherever they are found, they must be recognized as 
the voice of God's Spirit, but because our spirit recognizes 
them as truths. The Bishop is careM to explain, that it 
is not the fact of their being contained in Scripture that 
gives them authority, but the fact of their being truths, 
which the withess within us is capable of recognizing as 
truth, and therefore of distinguishing from that which is 
not true. 

It; appears to me, therefore, that in the extract before 
quoted (pp. 152, 184),|the Bishop certainly te^MiU«a^\V!«^.^^!» 
iairard iritaess in man has an aui\>OT\X.^ - 'wYivSa-, ^>^nw^ 
sttbordinnte to GoJ.is not saboTdmate to tX\^t'tt.^\^ '^^'*^''*^^ 
which, therefore, he does not teacYi to\»,oT vt ««i\» w«w«*^ 
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(as it feemes to me)., the Word of God, in the sense in- 
which our Church holds that it is Qod*s Word, i.e., as- 
speaking to man with the authority of God. And that 
this teaching of the Bishop essentially differs from that of 
the Church is confirmed by this; that whereas our Chnrch 
in Article vi distinguishes Holy Scripture in genere from 
human writings, of whatCTer Talue, the Bishop draws the 
legitimate conclusion from his premises, that not only in 
the Bible, but also 4n the writings of heathen philosophers, 
the same voice of God is to be heard. 

In order, however, that I may affix no sense to the 
Bishop's teaching which he does not himself allow, I must 

goint out that in his Commentary on the Romans, and in 
is letter to the Metropolitan in defence of that Commen- 
tary,— to which he has now referred in explanation of some 
of the passages objected to in bis work on the Pentateuch^ 
^the same opinions are affirmed. He had said (Commen* 
tary p. 189), ** By that light within us, the acts of our 
own lives must be judged, and, when necessity requires it,, 
the acts of others also. By that light, the sayings and 
doings of good me;n, the acts of the Church, the writings 
of Prophets and Apostles, the words recorded to have beoi 
littered by our Blessed Lord Himself^ must all be tried." 
And this opinion he has defended in his letter in the 
following passage (Section I): 

" Another takes a different view of inspiration, as I do 
myself, and believe that God's Spirit is indeed speaking in 
the Bible to all who will humbly seek and listen to His 
teaching; but that even when we read the different portions 
of it, we are to * try the spirits, whether they are of Ctady 
to prove all things, and hold fast that which is good,' to- 
'compare spiritual things with spiritual' That it is a part 
of our glorious, yet solemn, responsibility to do this. Ttiat,. 
having the Spirit ourselves, *an unction from the Holy. 
One, that we may know all things,' having the promise 
that we shall be * guided into all truth ' if we seek daily 
to hare our mind^ enlightened and our conscience quickened,, 
by walking in the light already vouchsafed to us, we are 
not at liberty to shake off this responsibility of judging for 
ourselves whether this or that portion of the Bible has » 
message from God to our souls or not; God will not re- 
lieve us from this responsibility; He will not give us what^ 
in one form or other, m^u sire so prone to desire — an in- 
faJIible external guide— a vo\ce itom. ^\\\iQi^V v\^^ «& lasa. 
c/ten wish to substitute lor t\\e vo\ee vj\\\vvq.:' 
I cannot, therefore, but coucVxhOlq \.\^«X xVift^^^^ ^^\as» 
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the Holy Scriptures to be the Word of God, in the geme in 
vbich the Chnrch holds them to be, namely, as speaking to 
num with dlTine authority. 

I consider, farther, that he denies Scripture to be the 
Word of Qod in the sense in wbioboorChareh teaches that 
it is, since he declares it, instead of being pure from error, 
uncertainty, and superstition, to haye intermixtures of 
** error, infirmity, passion, and ignorance;" and he further 
says (Preface Part I, page xli), in the last extract quoted in 
this schedule, " With the evidence novr before me, it is im- 
possible wholly to belieye in" all the Canonical Scriptures 
of the Old and New Testament. 

I conclude, therefore, that the charge under Schedule- V 
ii fully established. 

VI. 

In examining the charge under Schedule VI, on the 
inspiration of Scripture, I will quote a passage from the 
Preface to Part III, to which preface the Bishop requests 
that atiention may be given. He says (page xviii): ''It 
has been stated that I deny the inspiration of the Bible. 
I reply that I have nowhere denied it, nor have ever ccm- 
sidered at all the question of Scripture inspiration. I have 
left that subject wholly untouched; it is no part of my 
present plan to discuss it. Doubtless, the plain results of 
criticism, such as those set forth in these volumes, most 
indirectly affect the views which have been taken of inspi- 
ration, and must certainly, if seen to be true results, con- 
flict entirely with the traditional view of tho divine 
infallibility of the Holy Scripture. But it is no part of my 
present object to prove even this." 

It is evident that this explanation does not meet the 
present charge. Whatever may be the Bishop's object in 
these books, if the result of his teaching is, that it denies 
the inspiration of Soripture, as held by the Church, it 
amounts to the same. But it appears to me that, far from 
having left this subject untouched, he has, in the extracts 
given under this schedule, affirmed certain propositions on 
this mysterious subject. 

He affirms (page 152), that we " are not to look for the 
inspiration of the Holy One which breathes throng its 
pages, in such matters" as those "o£ comm«a>K\%'wsr5^ 
*' which the writers wrote as mea ^\t\i \.\ie %i)xii^\viiXs^^^ ^^ 
error from any cause as other men," J^.%a:Ya. (X'^^^'^'^JV* 
'*The writers of these book»,whateTeT '^\Q\\u\ti\««C\o\^'*®«f 
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Bay hfl?e liad in composing ttaem, cannot now be regarded 
«i liaving been under such constant, infallible, snpematnral 
guidance aa the ordinary doctrine of Scripture inspiration 
•apposes." Again (p. 383), *<We must ref?ard it" (the 
Bible) ** then, as the work of men, of iellow-men like 
ourselTes, fighting the same good fiffht on the side of God 
and His truth, against all manner of falsehood and evil* 
though fighting in their own primitive way. and without 
the light of that Christian teaching which shines upon our 
warfsreof to-day, and makes many things plain and clear 
to our eyes, which to them were still dark and uncertain." 
Again (p. 381) the Bishop speaks of the Bible as <<the 
work of living men like ourseWes,— of men, I mean, in 
whose hearts the same human thoughts were stirring, the 
aamo hopes and fears were dwelling, the same gracious 
Spirit was operating, three thousand years ago, as now." 

It appears to me that, in these and other passages, the 
Bishop does enunciate a certain doctrine as to the inspira- 
tion under which the writers of Uoly Scripture wrote, viz., 
that it consisted, not in such supernatural guidance;; as 
would preserve them from error, but in an operation of the 
Holy Spirit on their hearts, and by their human tliouerhts, 
hopes, and fears, of the same kind as that of which Chris- 
tians now partake, though perhaps in a higher degree. I 
fiay " perhaps," because the extract from p. 383, with others, 
to which I shall refer presently, seems to indicate, that the 
Bishop does not consider the operation of God's Spirit on 
the minds ol the writers of the Old Testament to be equal 
to that which we now possess. However, he uses the 
expression, "the special working of His Spirit on the 
minds of its writers;" and this he explains in the extract (p. 
613): " As the Greeks have been endowed by the 'Father 
of Light* with those special gifts in art and science and 
literature which have fnade the works of their great 
masters, in all ages, the models for the imitation of man- 
kind, — as the Roman has been distinguished in matters of 
law and government, and other nations have had their own 
peculiar endowments for the common welfare of the race,— 
so, too, has the Hebrew mind had its own special gift from 
God." 

This seems to explain the special working of the Spirit 
on the minds of the writers, as special in degree, but not in 
Jkind. 

But other extracts sViow WvaA, n»\vwv>^v^'^vi^vs^ «^«ks 
of the writers being meuWUft o\«%^\^e%,^'^^V>A^\LV^'^'Kt 
oirn primitive way," vitV\ou\,W\e W^Vv^HtVv^V^^wyjs^^— 
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he reaUy confines the operation of the H0I7 Spirit on their 
minds, within ranch narrower limits than migUt hare been 
supposed from the preceding passages. In page 9» he 
informs us, that his original explanation of a passage in the 
Pentateuch, which professes to record a command of GrocI — 
this command appearing to him one that must shock pious 
minds — was tlie following, — that <*such words as these 
were written down by Moses, and believed by him to have 
been divinely given to him, because the thought of them 
arose in liis heart, as he conceived, by the inspiration of 
God, and that hence to all such laws he prefixed the for- 
mula, ' Jehovah said unto Moses,' without it being on thab 
account necessary for us to suppose that they were 
actually spoken by the Almighty." That is, that Moses 
was in error, and supposed that a command came from 
God when the thought arose in his own hearty this error 
of Moses leading him to record as a law of God that 
which is, in the Bishop's opinion, contrary to the principles 
of justice. 

fiut tlie Bishop's present theory is, not that Moses was 
deceived himself, but that Samuel or others declared a 
precept contrary to justice to be a command from God to 
Moses, although they knew that it was not given by God. 
In p. 352 (and p. 368) Samuel is represented as collecting 
legends and traditions, *' filling up from his own mind, we 
may conceive, the blanks left in such legendary accounts, 
and certainly imparting to tliem their high religious tone and 
spiritual character." " The work thus begun " by Samuel, 
which was, perhaps, left in a very unfinished state, was 
taken up, as we suppose, and carried on in a similar spirit, 
by otlier prophetical or priestly writers." Agiin (p. 374),. 
the writers are described as introducing into their narrative 
" the Divine Being Himself, as conversing with their fore- 
fathers, and imparting laws to Moses ;'* that is, these writers 
affirmed that God gave promises to Abraham, Isaac, and 
Jacob, and made laws, both moral and ceremonial, which 
yet they knew that He never gave and made. And in 
particular (p. 3'39 and elsewhere) the Bishop supposes that 
*' Samuel was the first to form and introduce the name 
(Jehovah), perhaps in imitation of some Egyptian name 
of the Deity which may have reached his ears," although 
the writer of the Pentateuch represents God HimseU a% 
renewing His promises by that name. 

It appears, there fore, that this furt\vet \\TDL\\.%\rvixv xd»»?^ 
be added to the Bishop's theory of luavVt^XAoxi^ ^^"^ '^^'^ 
vnJjr were the writera under no inf aVVWA^ gvixviwv x^^^ 
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either to history, or even to morAl truth, but even a» 
regards those portions of their writings which profess jo 
he direct reyelations from Qod, and eomronnds of CM, 
they drew upon their own imoginations, — some of th^ie 
pretended revelations contaming principles against whicb 
(p. 9 § 9) our minds now must revolt. The chief difficulty, 
as it appears to me, in comprehending this theory of hispi- 
ration, is in discovering what operation of the Holy Spirit 
there could be on the minds of the writers to prodace 
such results, or what could be the " high religious tone and 
spiritual character ** of one, who could attribute to the 
Almighty laws which He never ordained, and some of these 
unjust and immoral. 

I must now examine — vvithout allowing . those feelings 
\rhich naturally arise on reading buch statementb^ 
to prejudice my mind— whether such a view Of 
inspiration is consistent with the teaching of the Church 
of England, as expressed in those portions of her fenna- 
larics which are cited under this schedule. 

I must observe that the word ** inspiration," in referenoe 
to Holy Scripture and its writers, is not used in the Articles, 
Creeds, or Book of Common Prayer. It is, however, a 
scriptural term, and is used in the Homilies: ''Shall we,^ 
Christian men, think to learn the knowledge of God and of 
ourselves in any earthly man's work or writing, sooner or 
. better than in the Holy Scriptures, written by the inspira- 
tion of the Holy Ghost?*'— (An Information Ibr them which 
take offence at certain places of the Holy Scripture.) I 
understand the word to express the fact that, by some 
operation of the Holy Ghost, the Holy Scriptures proceeded 
from God as their author, through the instrumentality of 
the inspired writers. The mode or process by which this- 
was effected our Church has nowhere attempted to define. 
The Niccne Creed affirms generally, that the Holy Ghost 
<*.«pake by the prophets,*' and that all the writers of tlie 
Old Testament are included in this terms *' prophets,'' I 
think, is probable: certainly the writer of the Pentatendi 
must be. I understand the force of that article of the Creed 
to be, that there was such an'operation of the Holy Ghost, on 
the writer of the Pentateuch, for example, that God sp^e 
in the words written by him, — they were the Word oi Ch)d* 
TZie nature of that opetat\OTi\&iLQ!t described, but it must 
ibe judged of from tho TewoAt effecXfc^Vj ^Jaa ^^^R^n&^s^. , Ta 
-Article ti, and otheta vY\\diL \ Vvw^ ^larawwA tss^ 
tte Dreceding schedule, and ;iTYi\c^ ^^JSJ^^^'^v 
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is called inspiration, is a writing of dirine authority 
revealing all religious truth with certainty, free from 
all error. This result of inspiration the Bishop 
denies, and therefore, though he may use the word of 
Holy Scripture, he denieis that the Scripture is inspired, in » 
the sense in which the Church holds this doctrine. 

In addition to the proofs of this gi?en under the prece- 
ding .schedule. Article vii, also cited under this, . 
refers particularly to the Old Testament, and specially to 
the Pentateuch. It declares that " in the Old Testament " 
as well as in the New, '* everlasting life was offered to 
mankind by Christ, who is th^ only Mediator between God 
and man." The Article appears to me to refer (among 
others) to the promises made to Abraham and his seed, of 
which St. Paul treats in his Epistle to the Galatians; of the 
certainty of which promises we have no assurance at all, 
on the Bishop*s theory of inspiration. This Article also 
affirms that the moral law "given by God to Moses" is 
binding on Christian men. I do not see how the Article 
coxdd. thus speak of the law, or how it could be bmding, 
if, as the Bishop teaches, God never gave this law. Ttie 
Bishop's views as to inspiration seem to me utterly at , 
variance with the language of this Article. 

The Homily to which I have refmred above marks out 
in a few emphatic words the opposition between the 
Bishop's views and the teaching of the Church, " Consi- 
-der that the Scripture, in what strange form soever it be 
pronounced, is the word of the living God. Let that al- 
ways come to your remembrance, which is so often repeated 
by the prophet Esay. The mouth of the Lord, saith he, 

Jiath spoken if It cannot therefore be but truth, which 

proceeded from the God of truth; it cannot be but wisely 
and prudently commanded, what Almighty God hath de- 
vised, how vainly soever, through want of grace, we miser- , 
able wretches do imagine and judge of His more Holy 
Word." (An Information, Sic, Second Part.) 

I consider that the charge under Schedule YI is fully 
proved. 

vn. 

As there is some ambiguity in the use of the words 
** authenticity " and " genuineness " in tite next charge, I 
will state that I understand that the Bishop is charged 
under the seventh schedule, with denying that tlv^ B\V!kV^V& 
a true history of the facts which it pxoie«&^ X^ ^^wsti&jfe — 
ibst itB writers were veracious or U\iaXvoiti>x? \j\sAR)>\:vwi^^ 
MDd that itB booki, or porticos of them^ -wete ^a^tov^^^^'^ 
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those person*, by whom it must be Inferred that they were 
composed, from the testinaony of the books themselves. 

That this is a correct statement of the Bishop's teachings 
In ttie extracts given in this schedule, I cannot question. 
He continually repeats the statement, that the narrative in 
the Pentateuch is not historically true, and tliat theaccooiit 
of the Exodus was not written by Moses. He '< cannot, at 
H true man, consent any longer to shut his eyes to the 
absolute, palpable self-contradictions of the narratire."' 
*• We have no longer any reason for supposing it to be 
necessary to believe that the name Jehovah really origin- 
Ated in the way described in Exodus ti." ** Joshua was 
only a mythical, or, perhaps, legendary personage." The 
song of Deborah was written ** two or thrte centnries 
after the time of Barak and Deborah, by a writer who, 
except in the free use of the word 'Jehovah,* has pro- 
duced an admirable imitation of an ancient song, a 'Lay 
of Ancient Israel.* " The author of the Book of Chronicles 
must have been, to all appearance, a priest or Levite who 
wrote about B.C. 400; ''and we shall see as we proceed 
ftirthcr reason for believing that the chronicler's state- 
ments, when not supported by other evidence, are not at 
all to be relied on." 

In the Preface to Part III (pp. xix—xxi) is a pas- 
sage referring to a charge, somewhat similar to that 
which I am now examining, from which the Bishop 
defends himself. He observes: ''It has been said that 
I wish to prove the Pentateuch, and in fact the whole Bible, 
to be untrue. •* Nothing, (the Bishop continues), can be 
further from my purpose than this. Rather, I desire to 
know what is true in the Pentateuch history, and in the 
Bible generally. I wish to know, if possible, in what age, 
by what persons, under what circumstances, the diflbrent 
portions of the Bible were written, that I may be able 
CO judge for myself, and help others to judge, the 
amount of credibility to be attached to the different 
oarratives." 

On this I would remark, that I have to consider not what 
the Bishop's purpotte may have been, but whether '* the 
authenticity, genuineness, and truth of certain books of 
Holy Scripture in whole or in part are denied" by him; 
And then, whether "by this denial the authority and 
canonicity of these booVa ate ^liWed \u question, and denied** 
ty him, in contravention ot vYv^ia\\>\ ^i\ ^^^V^t^t^JliiQ^- 
land. expressed in the la^0Tm\x\ivm*\v^Tfe «V^^^^^$:* 3. ,^.^ 

The first of these propoaViions *^^^;^^^^^v't^SS. 
hy the Bishop himse\t, aiid to \» \*^^^^^ ^^ ^««^^^ 
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Before I proceed to examine the second, I think it right fo 
observe, in order to avoid misapprehension, that there are 
certain opinions on points touched in this charge— opiniona 
which differ materially from those put forth by the Bisho[^ 
of Natal — respecting;^ which I am not called to pronounce, 
whether they are consistent with the doctrine of the Church 
or not. For instance, it hns been suppose i by some^ both 
in ancient and modern times, that certain portions of the 
Old Testament are rather to be regarded as symbolical or 
emblematic descriptions of events in the history of man 
than as statements which can be interpreted according to 
the ordinary rules of history. These views, however, may 
be consistent with the belief, that there was some actual fact 
corresponding with the descriptions, and may refer only to a 
few passages which are supposed to contain internal evidenpo 
of their being of this peculiar character, whilst the history 
generally is accepted in its literal sense. Such a view is 
essentially different from one, which represents the history 
as based upon legends and traditions, and filled up out of 
the irosginations of the writers. Again, the opinion $• 
held by many, that the infallible guidance, given to the 
writers of Holy Scripture, need not be supposed to extend 
to such matters as do not affect spiritual truth or the 
general credibility of the history; and that, therefore, minor 
inaccuracies will be found, such as may be expected in 
accounts given by the most truthful and credible historians. 
Further, the authorship of some books of Holy Scripture ia 
the subject of critical inquiry, when (as in the Epistle to 
the Hebrews) the book itself does not declare who ia its 
author. 

All these questions, as well as those which relate to tht 
text of Holy Scripture, and its versions or translations, are 
totally distinct from those which are involved in the present 
charge. 

1 must now inquire whether, consistently with the 
teaching of the Church, the Bishop is at liberty to declare 
that the Pentateuch and other books of the Bible are not 
historically true. It is evident to me, and, as I shall show, 
to himselj^ that he is not at liberty to do so. In the 
Formularies of our Church, as cited under this schedule, 
the history of the Bible is evidently accepted as true; that is, 
as truly describing events which actually took place. 
Article vii speaks of the fathers, under the Old Teata.- 
ment, as real, not as mythical ur Wg^w^wj , v^x«i^"^« '^^^ 
giving of the jaw to Moses, Y>otVi ot X\i^ e«^\sv^^>s^ «s^^ ^ 
the moral Jaw, ia referred to as a lacv- ¥utx\x«^ v^^^'^- v»^ 
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authority of the Holy Scriptures, as reTealing truths which ' 
are to be believed, of which Article yi speaks, extends 
to historical as well as to moral and spiritual truth, may be 
proTcd by comparing that Article, as I have compared it under 
the fifth schedule, with Article Tin. For in the Creeds 
historical facts are included, and they are to be belieyed 
according? to that Article for this reason, that they can be 
proTed from Holy Scripture. Indeed, the faith of the 
Christian, as set forth by the Church, concerns not spiritual 
truths merely, but historical facts: it has a historical basis, 
on which it r^'sts as a reveUtion from God to man. 

But, independently of these considerations, the language 
which the Church requires her ministers to use, in serenil 
of her prayers, is of itself sufficient to prove that no one 
can deny the historical truth of Holy Scripture without 
(Xmtradicting the doctrine of the Church. It appears to 
me difficult to conceive a more profane mockery, than the 
using, as pleas and arguments inprayer to the God of Truth, 
what the Bishop elsewhere calls, as in his opinion they are, 
"iW-ansparent fictions." 

Hehas,i&dced, stated this so clearly, and in his view of the 
subject, 80 conclusively, that I prefer Using his own words. 
In the Preface to Part II (p. zzi), speaking of such clergy as 
disbelieve tlie scriptural account of the deluge, he says: 
*' Do not these divines, one and all, disbelieve the Church's 
doctrine on this particular point, whilst yet, in com- 
mon with their all fellow-clergy, they use habitually that 
solemn form of address to Almighty God in the Baptismal 
Service which ezpre^^sly assumes the reality and histori- 
cal truthfulness of the story of the Noachian Deluge— 
* Almighty and everlasting God, who, of Thy great merpy, 
didst save Noah and his family in the ark from perishing 
by water?* It is of no avail to say, * There was a deluge of 
some kind or other, and this is only a legendary reminis- 
oence of it.' The Church Prajer-book does not mean this. 
When those Formularies were laid down, and the clergy- 
men were bound by a solemn subscription to declare their 
'unfeigned assent and consent to all things written in the 
Book of Common Prayer,' it was assuredly meant to bind 
them to express an unfeigned belief in the story of the 
Ddiuge, as it is told in these chapters of Genesis, and not 
t& some imaginary flood of Any kind, which any one may • 
dboose at his pleasure to substitute for it; otherwise, it 
i^Ottld bo very easy to explain awiv^ *v[xYi^sft \aasm«t ^^erY" 
itagle statement of the SctiiptUT^*, 0\^ aci^'^^HT,x«>\\^\^^ 
caaaot beUere. But the fact ia \Vkafc.\i7 \JQfe^^«ww*»>K« 
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of Bubscriptiou, each clergyman is bound by law to belieye in 
the historical truth of Noah's flood, as recorded in the Biblei^ 
which the Church believed in some centuries ago; and he 
will be so bound till the Legislature of the realm ehall 
release the paiDfulJobligatioQ, and reliere him from tiie duty, 
to which he now stands pledged, of using a form of prayer 
which involres such a statement as this. Are, then, all 
these— prelates as well as ordinary clergy— to resign at 
once their sacred offices, because they disbelieve the Church's 
doctrine on this point?" 

" What," he asks, " are they to do under such circum- 
stances—those, I mean, who have their eyes opened to the . 
true facts of the case, and who cannot bear to utter what 
they know to be untrue in the face of God and the con- 
gregation?" 

I would observe that it may also be asked with 
justice, how those who disbelieve the historical truth of the 
Pentateuch can use the Psalms of David? Or how can they 
act as ministers of the Church of England, in solemnizing 
matrimony according to the appointed form, in which the 
institution of marriage in Paradise, the blessing of God on 
Abraham and Sarah, Isaac and Eebecca living faithfully 
tbgether, are recognized in prayer, or in solemn appeal to 
God, as facts ? 

Of the portions of the Formularies cited in this schedule, 
in one, the prayer in the Baptismal Service, the truth of the 
Deluge and the passage of the Bed Sea is assumed; in 
another, the Prayer for fair weather, the destruction of the 
world by the flood, and the deliverance of Noah and his 
family; in a third, the Prayer in the time of any common 
plague or sickness, the historical truth of the JSxodus is 
recognized. In the Communion Service, the minister 
declares solemnly to the people, " God spake these words 
and said, I am the Lord thy God, Thou shalt have no 
other gods but me." The minister must teach those whom 
he instructs by the Church Catechism to say, that the Ten 
Commandments are the same which God spake in the twen- 
tieth chapter of Exodus. And the minister who uses all 
these forms has declared, on one of the most solemn occa- 
sions of his life, that he unfeignedly believes all the Canon- 
ical Scriptures of the Old and New Testament; the very 
fundamental idea of belief or faith being, by the consent of 
all theologians, '* assent to that which is believed^ aatt^3w<&«" 
So Noweirs Cateohiim deflnes iaVtVv, "' Fxdea va ^w«re 
^tguts veritati VerlfiDei jWem /lobet; id csiquoi otwvv».v^ 
ScHpturisde Dw .... cateraquft ia ScrxpVuna UoAiJ». 
vMioersa vera esse credit." (p. 55). 
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It leems to me that all the most solemn obligations of 
human life would be made Toid, if it were to be mdmiitted 
that a minister of the Church of Bnglaad maj teach that 
the Pentateuch is not historieally true. 

Bat the Bishop imfxigns, not only the truth of the nar- 
imiive, but the veracity of the sacred historians. He 
teaches, not merely that through imperfect information^the^ 
writers fell into errors, but that they wrote that which was 
not true, knowing it to be untrue. He says, indeed (page 
347), " The case would have been different if the writer 
had stated that these divine communications had been 
made to himselt^ that God had spoken to him instead of to- 
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, and iiad revealed laws to hint 
instead of to Moses.*' I confess I am unable to appreciate 
the distinction drawn by the Bishop, though I presume 
that he means, that in one case there must be an intention 
to deceive, in tlie other, there need not be such an intention. 
But, at all events, the Pentateuch professes to describe the 
history of a nation, which history the writers, according to 
the Bishop, knew to be a fiction. It differs in no wise from 
the spurious gospels, which professed to describe events 
interesting to Christians, but which are destitute of value^ 
because they are not true, but the inventions of the writers. 
It is evident, that, if the Bishop's theory be correct, the 
Pentateucli must be classed with such writings, and not 
with the Canonical Scriptures. 

To the question of the authorship of the Pentateuch^, 
our Churcli Formularies do not expressly refer. But 
it is connected necessarily with those wliich have 
preceded, namely, the truth of the history and 
the veracity of the writers. Those portions of the 
Pentateuch which the Bishop ascribes to Samuel and 
later writers, and which he affirms that it was impossible 
that Moses could have written, the Pentateuch itself 
asserts were written by Moses (Exodus zxiv, 4; 
Numbers zxxiii, 2; Deuteronomy zxxi, 9, 24 to 
26). The theory of the Bishop, therefore, as to the 
authorship of the book, or portions of it, denies its 
truth, and the veracity of the historian, and in consequence^ 
the canon icity and authority of this portion of Holy Scrip- 
ture. 

I conclude, therefore, that the charge under Schedule VU 

is proved against the Bv&hop. But I cannot dismiss this 

question without remarking, tYiaWYv^Vwu^^XCvOft^^raLCom- 

pelled to take of the BisYiop'a \jeafc\ivtt% xwv^'w xJsaa^Ti^^^ 

tiro preceding schedules, IS not oiA^ ^ioti^Tm^\«iX»^%»^. 

ia a strong light by one ol out CVixwiX*. ^«^^^»^«^ 
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which is not cited io any of the schedales, but to which f 
have referred, and now refer, for illustration. One of th^ 
Homilies, the title of whicli, in Article xxxv, is '*0f 
the roTerent -estimation of Goid's Word," but in the Book 
of Homilies,'^ An Information for tliem which take offence 
at certain places of the H0I7 Scnptare,** iias for its olgaofe 
that of answering objections against the Scriptare nmilar 
to those which the Bishop has urged against the Pentateuch. 
It says of the whole Scripture, both of its history and of ifar 
precepts, in a passage already quoted, ** i'hat cannot be but 
truth which proceedeth from the God of truth." And again, 
** They be not idle fables to jest at which God doth seriously 
pronounce." But it is not merely by a casual expression, 
— it is by the very subject of which it treats the reverent 
estimation of God's Word, that this homily condemns the 
teaching of the Bishop. If to impugn any standard of the 
Church, and to declare it to contiiiu anything repugnant 
to God's Word, be an eclesiastital offence, assuredly to 
impugn God's Word itself, and treat it as *< idle fables," is a 
much more serious off'ence. And whilst, in examining 
these charges, I am bound to adhere closely to tho inquiry 
whether the teaching is or is not contrary to the standard' 
of the Church, I must also, when such charges are 
established, as in my judgment are es ablished under these 
schedules, consider the mngnitude of such an offence, by 
which not one doctrine only, but the very foundation of all 
doctrine is denied and overthrown. 

vnr. 

The charge against the Bishop under Schedule Vm,. 
is, if possible, even more serious, for it concerns the Person 
of our Blessed Lord, the Word of God Himself in our 
nature. It is founded on a passage in the Preface to 
Part I, in which the Bishop ndeets the objection against the 
results of his critical inquiries, which is obviously sug- 
gested by the testimony of our Lord to Moses as the 
author of the Pentateuch. To this objection he givea 
three replies. The first— that our Lord's testimony would 
apply only to certain portions of the Pentateuch— is obviously 
insufficient. The second reply is, that our Lord may have 
** accommodated " his language to the popular belief of the 
age. This argument, however, as I understand «LV^«&*^^k^^sk 
the Preface to Part it (pp. xv — xv\i)A'V^^'^>!^^^'^ «XsasA.wi%- 
llje third ia that, which he seems, itotDi X>aaX. ^^«^^^> ^^ 
SaiteJy to accept, and whicYi lie dftfeu^, >aQ!<Jo^ SX«x^'»' 
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«t length in the Preface to Part III, which contains a letter 
-on the subject addressed to him by the Bev. W. Houghton. 
The substance of the argument is contained in the 
following words of the extract in this schedule: "It 
is not supposed that, in His human nature, He was 
acquainted, more than anj educated Jew of the age, with 
the mysteries of all modern science; nor, with St. Luke's 
expressions before us, can it be seriously maintained that, 
as an infant or young child, He possessed a knowledge sur- 
passing that of the most pious and learned adults of His 
nation, upon the subject of the authorship and age of the 
different portions of the Pentateuch. At what period, then , 
of His life upon earth is it to be supposed that He had 
granted to Him, as the Son of Man, supernaturaliy full and 
accurate information on these points, so that He should be 
expected to speak about the Pentateuch in other terms than 
any other devout Jew of that day would have employed ? 
Why should it be thought that He would speak with certain 
Divine knowledge on this matter, more than upon other 
matters of ordinary science or history ?*' 

It must be observed that the Bishop, in this argument, 
passes from the question of the properties and powers of the 
human nature of our Blessed Lord to that of the know- 
ledge which He possessed as the Son of Man, speaking and 
teaching. Having discussed the question of His human 
knowledge, he asks, " Why should it be thought that He 
would speak with perfect divine knowledge in this 
matter?'* 

The reply to the question is, because He is God and man 
in one Christ; and it appears to me, I confess, that the 
Bishop's argument is not consistent with any creed that 
teaches the divinity of our Blessed Lord, except that which 
is condemned by tlie Church as Nestorianism. The ques- 
tion asked implies, that He who spoke did not possess 
*' perfect divine knowledge/' and, therefore, was either 
not perfect God, or else not God and man in one person; 
that the Son of Man who taught was not also the Son of 

^ God. As, however, such a charge might not be admitted 
against the Bishop on the ground of a casual expression by 
which he might not mean all that his language seems to 
mean, I consider it right to examine whether the explana- 
tions of this argument which he gives elsewhere at all 

modify this condusion. 

/ observe, then, that in l\ie Pt^taoe \q 'fiotX* W ^. "SLvii) 
the Bishop defines the Tiew ol oxxxBla^^fe^XiKt^^ TKttsy&Xrj 
siren in this argument as fax moie tcnwc^X. wA X^^wemi^ 
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than that which he says is " commonly adopted, viz., that 
knowing how the case really stood, He yet adopted the 
popular language of the day, and so left his countrymen 
and disciples in total ignorance of the facts of history and 
criticism, of which He himself was fully cognizant, and by 
this silence, at all events — or even by direct statements — 
confirmed their mistaken notions in so important a ques- 
tion." This certainly confirms the conclusion, which must 
be drawn from the first passage, that,, in the Bishop*s judg- 
ment, our Lord did not possess perfect divine knowledge,, 
and that even in His ministry He was, in common with 
those whom He professed to teach, under mistaken notions 
on a question- which the Bishop calls *' so important." 
Indeed, its importance cannot be over estimated. The 
question of the authorship of the Pentateuch involves its 
credibility as a history, the veracity of the writer, and its 
authority as part of the Word of God. In fact, if the 
Bishop's argument is correct, it must be admitted that our 
Divine Saviour cited from the Pentateuch both its history 
as true and its precepts as the Word of God, in distinction 
from the traditions of men, being ignorant of that; which, 
as the Bishop supposes, is the truth, that it is only a 
human composition. 

I forbear from dwelling on this aspect of this question, 
but it is the inevitable consequence of the Bishop's argu- 
ment. 

Any discussion of the questions which are raised in the 
letter in the Preface to Part III is unnecessary. For all 
admit that the human nature of our Lord was real human 
nature, and therefore subject to limitations of knowledge, 
even as to other limitations, implied of necessity in its 
being a finite nature. It must be also held, that this 
nature was not, by its union with the Godhead in Christ, 
altered, so as to become infinite; and how far it was exalted 
by that union need not be here considered. Nor need j 
consider whether the language used by some theologians of 
ancient and modern times, and cited in the letters from Mr. 
Houghton, is, or is not, theologically exact. The true 
question is one distinct fVom all these, viz. : whether Jesus 
Christ taught as a mere man, or as the God-man, with 
knowledge merely human, or with perfect divine know* 
led^e; whether he spake the words of God, or those of a 
tiEdlible man. 

Whether I consider the expieasVoii^ ws^Wj >JoA'^2s3fiQss^ 
in the extract quoted under tb\% bcYv^Qlt^^ ^». ^^ ^"^"^^.^^ 
meaaing ofhia argument, I cunnpt t\iVxCfe. X\i"a^^^ ^r.^wo* 
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lions wbich he has afforded of his views do in any vay 
justify his teochlng. I cannot but conclade that in main- 
taining that our Blessed Lord was in ignorance and error 
ni>on the subject of the authorship and age of the Penta- 
teuch, he denies the doctrine that He is God and man in 
one person, and by this denial impugns and contradicts 
the Catholic faith on this subject, especially as defined in 
Article II and in the Athanasian Creed. 

IX. 

The charge under the ninth schedule requires very 
brief consideration. In the extracts here cited, the Bishop 
affirms that any clergyman who begins to inquire wiU 
probably, for reasons which common sense will suggest, 
aoon doubt, and before long disbelieve the Church's doc-; 
trine as to the truth of the scriptural account of the 
Deluge. That if he continues to use the Prayer-book, he 
will utter what he knows to be untrue, and use a form of 
prayer which is unreal and unmeaning. I "consider the 
Bishop here to affirm, tliat the Prayer-book contains some 
things which are untrue, unreal, and unmeaning. In the 
'last passage quoted in this schedule (Preface to Part 11, p. 
xxviii) he seems to me to mean, that by the use of the 
Prayer-book a clergyman maintains transparent fictions, 
such as the account of the Deluge. 

He further says (Preface to Part II, p. xxii) that for those 
who cannot conscientiously use the words in the Baptismal 
Service— which he designates as untrue and unmeaning — 
in a solemn address to tlie Almighty, he sees no remedy 
but to omit such words, to disobey the laws of the Church 
on this point. I understand this to mean that there are 
directions given in the Book of Common Prayer which it 
is probable that a clergyman may not be able, with a safe 
conscience, to follow; and that<if he cannot conscientiously 
follow them, the Bishop recommends him in such a case to 
disobey them. 

I consider that by such teaching he does deprave, impugn, 
and bring into disrepute the Book of Common Prayer, as 
lie is charged with doing. 

1 have now fulfilled the very painful duty imposed upon 

me of examining all the charges brought against the 

JBiahop of Natal. These charges have included questions 

from the whole range ot l\\eo\o^y \ xVvt-j \\^\\i\i^t referred 

to a few isolated opinioBS, w\^^c\\xs\\v^^^X\i^V^\^\5\Cassv)X^^ 

Wide departure from that iaV\\, \?\i\0\>ft7 V\^ ^««.^ ^s.^^M^ 
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Church the Bishop le pledged to maiDtain and set forward; 
they have affected the grayest and most fundamental prin- 
•ciples of revealed truth. All these charges are, in my 
judgment, established against him. Whatever latitude of 
opinion may be allowed, and ought to be allowed, within 
the limits marked out by our Church, the Bishop, 
to far as I can judge, transgressed these limits in 
regard to every one of these charges. I see no way 
of escaping this conclusion if the standards of our 
Church are to have any definite meaning. If the Bishop*8 
is not false and heretical teaching, I know not what teach- 
ing could be condemned as such. Sometimes, in express 
words, and always by the conclusions which follow from his 
words, he contradicts those standards to which he hat 
bound himself. With regard also to some of the opinions 
heJd by the Bishop, I cannot overlook the fact that the 
offence of promulgating error is aggravated by the spirit, 
reckless of all consequences to the faith of the young and 
the unstable, in which opinions, unsound in themselres, 
are puslied forward to conclusions subversive of all faith in 
Divine Kevelation. The opinions are maintained in full 
view, as it seems to me, of the results to which they point, 
and they cannot, therefore, be excused on the plea of any 
unconsciousness, on the part of the writer, of the tendency 
of these speculations. 

I cannot but conclude, most painful as it is to me to 
arrive at such a conclusion respecting one whom I would 
continue to esteem and love, that by the false teaching 
proved against him, the Bishop has wholly disqualified 
himself; — unless he shall now openly retract and revoke this 
his false teaching,-— for bearing rule in the Church of God, 
and for the cure of souls therein; and that he cannot, con- 
sistently with the laws of our Church, unless he shall thus 
retract his errors, retain any longer the office of Bishop of 
the diocese of Natal. 

The Bishop of the Free State said: Since the Bishop of 
Graham's Town has stated in detail the grounds on which 
his own conclusions have been formed, it seems well for me, 
also, though in a more brief and imperfect form, to follow the 
same course. 1 sliall avoid repetition so far as possible. 

The duty imposed upon me as a Suffi-agan Bishop of this 

Province has been a most painful one. Had it \\at Vjrrsciw 

plainly a duty, I would not Imivc ta\Leii upissvTD:^^^ ^tfi\ssfflwj 

and anwelcome a burden. But fiiace ^^ \vec5i«»\^E^ ^ ''^^^ 

case compelled the MetropolitaatoYvear ^^^'^V^^^^^J'^]^^ 

4he charges made agninst the l&iBho^ c^ ^«X»^>^^^^^^'***^ 
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impossible for me to set at nanglit the Bishop of Cape Town's 
snmmons to appear at the late trial as one of his assessors. 
I was bomid by my oath of canonical obedience to him to be 
present on tbifi occasion. 

Jh the cafeftil esamination of thecharg^i made against iiie 
Bishop of Natal, my chief amriety has been (in common with 
the MetropoKtan and the Bishop of Graham's Town) tin- 
roughly to understand the opinions and doctrines taught in 
the Commentary on the Epistle to the Eomans and in the 
Work on the Pentateuch. My chief fear has been the unin- 
tentional misrepresentation in my own mind of any part of 
his teaching. On all accounts it is to be regretted that tiie 
Bishop of Natal has not appeared in person to give his own 
explanations and to defend himself against the charges of 
Mse doctrine. In his absence, it has been necessary to take 
more than usual care to weigh well the exact language used 
by him, and specially to give every possible consideration ta 
the line of defence pointed out by himself in his letter to the 
Metropolitan. The passages extracted in the articles annexed 
to the citation haye been " read " (as the Bishop reque8tB> 
" in connection with the rest of the works firom whidi ihey 
are taken.'' In judging of this teaching, it has nerer been 
forgotten that the Bishop denies, in the plainest language, 
" that the publication of these passages, or any oi them, con- 
stitutes any offence against the laws of the United Church of 
England and Ireland." Every portion of the Bishop of 
Natal's letter, written in 1861, has been considered in explan- 
ation of his opinions set forth in his Commentary on the 
Romans, and close attention has been given to the Pre&ceto 
Part in of his work on the Pentateuch. 

On the other hand, the very able and learned pleadings in 
support of the charges preferred against the Bishop hare 
received most careful consideration. 

It only rests with me to point out the particular manner 
in which the conviction is brought home to my own mind 
that each of the charges made against the Bishop of Natal 
has been clearly proved. I may here say that I agree with 
the general arguments ahready fully stated by the Bishop of 
Graham's Town, and shall avoid any needless recapitulation. 

I. 

The charge preferred Va ^\i<^\:\<&\ \&>^^\.\!o& l^hop of 
Natal maintains Hiat Christ " ^^Tic^,^<fc VxiTMB5i^^«3»S-,«^ 
bear the punishment ot penalty oio\a«aa, w^^^oaX^^sA. 
i« not reconciled to iiB\)y tlie dwJGtioi^BM^^^::' «5A.'<i«& 
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such teacliipg impugris and contradicts the Catholic faiths 
expressed and taught in the Articles of the Church of England, 
and other Formularies, as cited in the schedule. 

In the first extract from the Commentary on the Epistle 
to the Bomans, we find the Bishop opposes, as unscriptural, 
the " dogma of modern theology " — so he terms it — " that 
Christ died for our sins in the sense of dying instead of us, 
dying in our place, or dying so as to bear the punishment or 
penalty of our sins" (p. 93). I compare these words with his 
own explanation in the letter which forms a part of his 
defence; and then compare his general teaching on the 
subject with the language of the Church. In explanation, 
the Bishop says he does not deny that our Blessed Lord 
"was a true propitiatory sacrifice for our sins," nor that He 
is " the object which makes us acceptable to God." But again 
he reasserts his denial that our Lord " endured in our stead 
the weight of God's wrath." And in applying the words of 
St. Peter, the Bishop says: "He bore our sins as He bore 
our sorrows." 

Article n teaches that Christ " was crucified, to be a 
sacrifice, not only for original guilt, but also for all actual 
sins of men." Article xxxi: " The ofifering of Christ once 
made is tliat perfect redemption, propitiation, and satisfaction 
for all the sins of the whole world." 

I believe the Bishop, in his explanation and defence, fuifs 
to reconcile his teaching with these ^\rticles. He uses the 
terras " sacrifice " and " satisfaction," but with a meaning 
of his own. For sacrifice for sin implies vicarious suffering, 
and tliis the Bishop denies to be the character of our Lord's 
sacrifice. And " satisfaction " implies " a satisfaction unto 
a just God," . . . "without wluch God was resolved 
not to be reconciled." (Bishop Pearson). This is teaching 
which the Bishop rejects. 

In a further examination into the truth of this charge, the 
Bishop's words cited challenge notice, — " It is not He [God] 
who needs to be reconciled to us,"— as presenting an 
exactly opposite statement to that in Article ii, where it is 
plainly stated that Christ died " to reconcile His I'litlier to 
us." The Bishop's expressions in other places in his Com- 
mentary make the opposition and contradiction between his 
teaching and that of the Church more plain. He rienies that 
God the Father was " reconciled " to man by the death of 
•His Son, or that lie needed to be reconciled. " VxV^^^ 
who need to be reconciled, brougVvl \)a)c\L \,o \\Vw\r *"^ '\>DSi. 
difference between tliese two exptiiasvoTva \s Sx^fesSX^i^"' \^ 
cannot understand such language la wxy Q'Oiv^t -v^S 'Cos»- 
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this: One expression conveys truth; the other conyejs an 
untruth. 

In the Bishop's letter of explanation there is no help to 
our endeavour to understand his words as not really contra- 
dicting the teachings of the Church. He expresses his 
sorrow that the expression is used in Article ii, " To recon- 
cile His Father to us/' and says it is not Scriptural, and is 
liable to be misunderstood. This seems to imply that it is 
capable of being understood in accordance with his own 
views, though not a Scriptural expression. But I &il to see 
in what sense it can be understood which is not contradicted 
"by the Bishop's teaching. The Bishop pleads (and rightly) 
that " these words of our Church cannot be meant to con- 
tradict, or set aside, the Apostle's own words." This is 
true. But the Church teaches that God is reconciled to 
man; and that man is reconciled to Ood. The Bishop 
denies one of these statements, and says the difierenoe 
between the two is " infinite." He allows that God may be 
said to bear the anger of a lather correcting his child; but 
nothing more. It has been well argued that when we use 
the term " propitiation " we necessarily imply that God is 
appeased. The Bishop of Natal uses the word, but denies 
the truth taught by it. He says God was not appeased, and 
needed no appeasing. 

It is well to observe that this is no question of words, but 
of doctrines, and important doctrines too. One expression 
of doctrine in Article ii is directly rejected by the Bishop, 
as well as the truth taught by it. Other expressions are 
received and used by bira, but the tnaths contained in them 
are denied or impugned. The Bishop must be judged by 
the " true, usual, and literal meaning " of the Articles and 
Formularies. He is not allowed to put " his own sense and 
comment " upon them. 

I tiiercfore hold that tliis first charge has been proved. 

II. 

The charges made against the Bishop of Natal are, it must 

be confessed by all, of a very serious character. We do not 

find in them ordinary matters of theological controversy. 

:We do not recognize opinions held by any of the religious 

** schools" of thought in the Church of England. The 

JSis/iop is charged with teaching, as well as holding, opinions 

strange to all English CVraic\vT^^\ft, ^wd beyond the wide 

iat/tude which seems to V>e aWowe^ va. ova ^\v\aOo.. *\;>n&^aSdti& 

idoctrines with which heis cWTse^\.o\wiVV}cv^;KvQ.^\Kvvs^^ 

tnitliB of the ChrisUan tdigvo^. >^* ^^^^ XJaa ^t^x vSasas^ 
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the Bishop is said to deny the doctrine of the Atonement, no 
under the second schedule he is accused of teaching in plain 
contradiction to the doctrine of Justification. 

From the extracts quoted in this schedule I find that the 
Bishop teaches that "being justified" is "being made 
righteous," and that the gift of righteousness, which comes 
-from God, was not simply " intended for all mankind," but 
was (the Bishop says) " actually, in fact, bestowed from the 
first upon them, though as yet they knew it not;" and that 
this gift " extends to all— to those who have never heard the 
name of Christ . ... as well as to Cl^uistians." In seeking fii»» 
ther explanation of the manner and extent of the partaking 
of all men in this gift, I find the Bishop to say : " The whole 
human race are partakers of this gift of life in the Gospel, 
of the blessing of righteousness, as they are of the rain from 
heaven and fruitful seasons." I understand the Bishop to 
say here, that the gifl of justification is bestowed, as the 
luin, "upon the just and upon the unjust alike." AgaiQ^ 
in p. 108, he says, " All men are redeemed, reconciled, 
brought back, made righteous, by the love of their Heavenly 
Father." Again, p. 109, " The whole human race is made 
righteous." And what connection does the Bishop make 
faith to have with justification? He says that the Apostle's 
use of the word "faith" is "not so much that of the 
believer's subjective activity in laying hold consciously of 
the promises, as that of the objective existence of these 
promises, as the free gift of God's grace." After looking 
carefully into this subject I find, then, that the Bishop's 
teaching is, that justification is a gift bestowed equally upon 
all men, whether Christians or heathens, and is wholly 
unconnected with faith in Christ or admission into the 
•Gospel covenant. The preaching of the Go!»pel only brings 
home to the hearts of men " the blessedness of being made 
righteous;" but they had this blessedness, were made right- 
eous, were justified, before hearing the Word. When a man 
hears the Gospel preached he hears a " fresh declaration of 
his righteousness;" when he receives the Gospel by faith 
he receives the knowledge of his former justification. Then- 
God "justifies men in their own consciences; He bring9 
home to them consciously the gift of justification" (p. 74). 

This is the Bishop's teaching, so far as I can understanj^ 
it. It needs not many words to prove that it is directly 
contrary to the doctrine of the Church of "vlcaOcL \kfc S^-a^ 
Bishop. 
ArUcle xi sets forth that we axe iustiftfiSL at *^ wiRSS|M5X'>^ 
righteous before God only fox tYve menXa oi wa \^8«^ ^^^ 
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Saviour Jesus Christ by fiiith;" and " that wfe are justified 

• l»y feith " and refers to the Homily on Justification (or ** the 
Salvation of Mankind") in further explanation of the 
doctrine. The teaching of that homily is plain. Passages 

■ have already been quoted. The sum of the Churches djoc- 
trine is that we are "justified by fasdth;" i.e., by men's fidth 
in the Saviour, and through His merits. The Bishop of 
Natal says in his letter, *^ I do not hold that our justificatiim 
depends on our faith." 
, Justification conferred equally upon all mankind, and 

> altOt: ether independent of faith in Cluist, is not the jufitift- 
cation of which the Article speaks. But the Bishop seems 
to attach a right meaning to the term "justification," while, 
at the same time, he separates it from fiiith, and teaches 
that it is bestowed on all men alike. This is. to impugn 

• and contradict the Catholic fiiith as taught in the Articles 
and Formularies cited against his teaching. 

I am of opinion, therefore, that the charge made under 
the second schedule has been proved. 

in. 

The charges made in the tliird schedule against the 
teaching of the Bishop of Natal are closely connected with 
his teaching on justification. We find the Bishop teaches 
that all men have been justified, and that faith is in no way 
necessary towards justification. So, it is said, he maintains 
that all men, everywhere, at all times, are partakers of the 
inward and spiritual gi*ace of the Sacraments; whether they 
have faith or not; whether they are partakers of the Sacra- 
ments or not. 
' . The Bishop in his letter refers twice to what he terms the 
"sacramental system," us a system which he regards as 
•* unsound and unscriptural," and " opposed to the Prayer- 
' book." It is not necessary to inquire what tliat system 
is which the Bishop thus opposes. But it is well to notio9 
' that the cliarges against the Bishop's teaching on this head 
' do not touch the ordinary wntroversies concerning either 
' sacrament. He is not cliarged with denying tiie " inward 
part or tiling signified " in the sacraments, nor with speak- 
* ing slightingly of the " outward and visible sign." The 
\ Bishop acknowledges the inward and spiritual grace af 
• baptism to be " a deaU\ \m.\.o &iu, and a new birtli unto 
r/jg^hteousness,' ' and speaks ot V\va.\. ^''^'a-vl^ \sevs\^^'' ^nqjq. us in 
' • baptism " (page 114^. AwA, Vu ». ^^33K^^»x>K«^3^\^a ^»Stsss«- 
' tedges that in the eactamcxvX. oi \^^^ \iwt^5e^ ^vi^^^sst ^•'^ 
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inward spiritiial grace'' (or ''the inward part or thii^ 
signified^" as I understand him) is not the efkct wrought 
upon ourselves **by coming to that holy sacrament, hat 
the Body and Blood of Christ which are graciously given to 
us of God " (page 115). We are bound to give the Bishop 
the full benefit of such language. Bat the charge against 
him is that, by his general teaching in his Commentary, he 
denies that the two sacraments are " generally necessary to • 
salvation " (as the Church teaches), or that they convey any 
special grace, or that fkith is necessary for them to have **■ a 
wholesome effect and operation." 

On referring to the Bishop's language, as quoted in this 
schedule, and illustrated in other parts of his work, and ex- • 
plimied in his letters, I find that whilst confessing the inwaid 
:grace of baptism to be *' a death imto sin, and a new birtti • 
upto righteousness " (in the words of the Catechism), he 
teaches that this grace has been given to every man, and has 
been received by every man in his "very birth hour." 
« We " (t.«., all mankind— heathens and Christians) " have 
already died imto sin, and risen unto righteousness." Also, 
the Bishop says, we all receive ** this gracious gift of God bgr 
that mysterious union with Christ, our head, which we all 
^oy as members of the great human femily " (page 114). 
And in explanation of any special benefit of baptism I 
find that the Bishop's view of that sacrament is that " we 
.are. hereby made, i.e., adopted, avouched, declared, takem 
formally to be, what in truth we were before, from our very 
birth-hour, * the children of God ' " (p. 116); and that bap- - 
tism is ^ a special outward sign to confirm the mercies of 
our God to us. In baptism a gracious pledge is given to 
us." (p. 117). It is like "a formal process of adoption" . 
(p. 117). "He [God] makes us, adopts us, tobellis children 
in baptism" (p. 118). And the Bishop says "our 
baxrtism become thus a glorious reality." But it must 
be observed that in this teaching Mth has nothing to do 
With our being made children of God. We are bom child- 
Ten of God. Nor has our admission into the mystical Body 
df Christ anything to do with securing this blessing. Om 
admission into the " great human family" admits us also 
into the fiimily of God. In fact, the two are identical. The 
Bishop makes the Church and the human race identical, so 
fair that Christ is the head of the hmnan race, and all mea, 
heathens ani Christians, are united to Him^ vuxid. «x^ xoabdik 
partakers of the Gospel blessings. " Yf hat ^^ w« ^«a^ ^o^ 
that we the members of His lx)dy ahaie m — ^^ ^^ T5?^ 
laotherbood of men— we ihe whoAft \i\rcwftxi rafc^ ^^5^***^ 
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Batnre He took upon Him *' Cp- 1 13). And all mankind are to- 
Tcjjoice " as fjpee and happy creatures, as children of God, 
and brethren of Jesus Christ" (p. 114). In the Bishop*8 letter 
of explanation he says that in baptism **we are made 
chUdi^n in a higher sense of the word." But he inune- 
diately adds that "the inward and spiritual grace" of 
fwiptism— the free gift of God — ^** depends not in any way on 
the spirit in which we come or are brought to the sacra- 
tnent." I infer, then, that the Bishop means by ''a higher 
sense of the word '' that baptism is the formal process of 
adoption " into that family of which we were all indeed 
members before; and that in this sacrament the love which 
Cod had to us before is declared and set forth. The Bishop 
also says that in the case of adults baptism '* is a means ^ 
confirming faith already existing, and increasing Mth'of 
"which they are already partaking, not by virtue of any 
mysterious efficacy in the sacrament itself as such, bat 
1)y virtue of prayer to Grod."* 

The Bishop teaches a like doctrine concerning Holy 
Communion. The "inward and spiritual grace" is 
^e says) the Body and Blood of Christ, which are 
graciously given us of God" (p. 115). But this grace 
is given to all men, at all times, — heathen as w^ as 
Christian men; "all men are every where partaking of the 
^* Body and Blood of Christ ;" and this " at all times." The 
Teceiving of the blessing is not affected by unworthiness.. 
** Whether '* (the Bishop says) " they feed upon it by living 
feith or not, whether they know the precious gift of Grod's 
grace or not, whether they heed it or disregard it," still the 
spiritual food of the Body and Blood of Christ is given to 
all, and is taken by all, at all times. I believe I am fiiirly 
representing the Bishop's teaching. Men partake of that 
spiritual food at the time they receive the sacrament,~or 
rather they do not cease at that moment to be partakers c€ 
the food whicli every other moment of their lives they are 
receiving from God. The ** inward and spiritual grace," a 
free gift of favour, is " set forth to us by the bread and 
vine." " The Body and Blood of Christ are represented to 
us by the elements " (p. 115). " These things arc brought 
Tividly before us by the outward and visible sign of them." 
To say^ that this teaching concerning the sacraments 
seems, or is, strange, is to little purpose. Is it, or is it not, 
contrary to the teaching of tiie Church of England in the 
Asticles and Formularies? 

The Church Catecbism says l\v^\. V>afc ^•^<i ^sKtaxsieQiy^ ^sfc 
'^generally necessary to saXNaWoxv:* 'YXxka \«si^gQa^ \siss&. 
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refer to the "inward and sprltual grace " of the sacraments, 
B» given through the sacraments, to the faithful receiver. 
But the Bishop's teaching is that all mankind, — heathens as 
well as Cliristians— are partakers from their birth hour of 
this inward and spiritual grace. If spiritual grace and life 
in Christ are gifts conferred on all mankind, and the sacra- 
ments only set forth that grace, — are only ** pledges '' of grace 
before received, only means of "increasing grace,'"— they 
cannot be " generally necessary to salvation." The gift of 
spiritual life,— the new birth -the gift of Christ's Body and 
Blood— tnese (the Bishop says) are enjoyed by all, from their 
very birth-hour. By such teaching he does, in eflect, deny 
the sacraments to be " generally necessary to salvation." ijt 
is no question whether some men may by faith, in special 
circumstances, be made partakers of the grace of the 
sacraments, without actual reception of them. Tlie Bishop 
says all men, everywhere, at all times, are made partakers 
of that grace,— without faith and without the sacraments. 

Again, Article xxv says the sacraments are ** effectual 
signs of grace," by the which God " doth work invisibly in 
us, and doth not only quicken but also strengthen and con- 
firm our faith in Him." The Bishop calls the sacraments 
" signs," and confesses in his letter that they are " effectual 
signs," saying " that tliey are means of grace when duly 
received ;" though denying immediately aftervvards " the 
virtue of any mysterious efficacy of the sacrament itself." 
But he most plainly teaches that no special grace is bestowed 
in the sacraments, which men usually obtain not save by 
them. ** All men, everywhere, obtain the very same gifts 
which Christian people are led faithfully to seek in Christ** 
own ordinances. Article xxvii treats " of baptism " and 
its blessings. But the Bishop asserts that all men are "new- 
bom in Christ," and made the children of God in their very 
birth-hour ; they are all, in their birth, grafted into the 
£imily of Christ. Article xxviii treats of the sacrament 
** of the Lord's Supper." But the Bishop teaches, in contra- 
diction to that Article, that " the partaking of the Body of 
Christ " and the " partaking of the Blood of Christ " is a 
privilege which all men, everywhere, enjoy from the com- 
mencement of life. Moreover, Article xxv says that " in 
such only as worthily receive the same they have a whole- 
some effect or operation ; " and Article xxviii teaches that 
" the means whereby the Body and Blood oi Christ is tvisscv^^ft^ 
and eaten in the supper is faith •,'' and Ax\\s\^ -jkxxx. ^^ "Odsj^. 
the wicked, and such as be void oi iv\\\\\, m \^ vi\afc "w^ 
partakers of Christ." But the BiaYkOi^ X-Cft-Oas^ >CDaX ^^2^**'. 
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Body and Blood of Christ is given to all the human race,— at 
an times, — " whether they feed upon it hy living feith or 
not ;*'—'* all men " (he says) ])artake of His Body and Blood 
Qetter] and of " life " in Christ,— all men, i.c., whether 
heathens or Christians. 

I might refer to other portions of the Bishop's work in 
illustration of his teaching, and to the Formularies quoted 
in this schedule in illustration of the teaching of the Church. 
But this is sufficient, and more than sufficient, to make it 
plain how the opposition hetween the two is hrougkt home 
to me. T cannot in any way reconcile the Bishop's teaching 
with that of the Articles. He has a sacramental system St . 
his own, and it is certainly ^ unsound and unscriptural,'' 
though this is not the exact xwint I have to deal with now. 
It is as certainly " opposed to the Prayer-book," and to the 
Articles, which he has subscribed. 

I am compelled to say, therefore, that I consider this third 
charge agai »st the Bishop's teaching to be thoroughly 
proved. 

IV. 

The fourth schedule deals with a most mysterious and 
awful truth,-— the punishment to be awarded hereafter to the 
wicked. 

I find that the Bishop of Natal rejects plainly the doctrine 
of " the endlessness of future punishments." He says, " I 
can no longer maintain it." He did once hold the truth of 
it, but has given it up. His heart revolts at the dogma. 
He rejects it (as it seems) because it cannot be reconciled in 
his own mind with the convictions he has within him of the 
love of God. It is not my duty to support that doctrine by 
the Holy Scriptures. Not is it my duty to point out how 
the statements of God in His Word are always to be recon- 
ciled with what He has revealed to us of His Divine Nature, 
and how justice and mercy equally appertain to Him. But 
the question is, whether the Bishop of Natal, in thus denjing 
the endlessness of future punishments, is, oris not,maintainr 
ing opinions against the teaching of Christ's Church, and 
more particularly of the CJhurch of England. 

The Bishop says: " I do not believe that my doctrine 

contradicts at all the language of Holy Scripture, or the 

Formul Aries of the Church, mc\v\^Ti%t\i^ Kthajmsian Creed, 

irften properly understood." After cot^vsX ^^Sl wv-i^w* ^jsx.- 

Mmination I am bound to expieas Tcvy cmx^ \3^^ ^^^. ^2ofc 

Bidiop'g doctrine does plainly wntta^cX. ^o\^ ^Tv^xsse»> - 
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.tmd the Formularies, and especially the Athanasian Creea, 
if this is to be understood, as it always has been understood, ' 
in its plain literal meaning. 

This Creed declares: " They that have done good shall go 
into life everlasting; and they that have done evil into 
everlasting fire." No special pleading can change the 
meaning which has always been attached to these words. 
The " fire " is everlasting, as the " life " is " everlasting." . 
]^or can the Bishop maintain an opinion that the fire is 
everlasting, but the torment not. Of the unMthful man 
the Creed says again, " without doubt he shall perish ever- 
lastingly." Nor can he be permitted to accept the rest of 
the Creed whilst he rejects these passages, or puts a new 
meaning of his own upon them. Article vui says, " The 
three Creeds ought iJiorougMy to be received and believed, 
for they may be proved by most certain warrants of Holy 
Scripture." 

The Bishop says that " Protestants " are in " a small 
minority " amongst Christians in maintaining this dogma. 
This is clearly a mistake. No doctrine of Turgatory has 
ever interfered with the uniform teaching of the Catholic 
Church, in all ages, according to the literal meaning of the 
words of the Creed. There has never been a division con- 
•ceming the efiect of our Lord's sentence at the last great 
day. The Christian Church is, and has always been, one 
in the declaration of the awfnl truth that the wicked shall 
be* cast into "everlasting fire," and shall "go away into 
everlasting punishment." 

The Formularies and Homilies only illustrate the mean- 
ing of the Creed. They have been fully quoted already. 
The Creed maintains and sets forth the truths which the 
Bishop— though he once accepted them — now rejects. 

I consider, therefore, that the charge preferred against the 
Bishop's teaching in this fourth schedule has been proved. 

V. 

The charges preferred in Schedules V, VI, VH, and Vm 
areVery nearly connected, and concern tiie truth, sacredness, 
and authority of the Holy Scriptures. 

The special charge made in Schedule Y is, that the Bishop 
maintains that the Holy Scriptmres are not the Word of God, 
although they contain the Word of God\ «jsvi \kvi^^ v^ 
maintaining*, he contradicts the fa\t\i. TVva «itew»» S:t«av 
the BiBhop's writings in this and tYve feYLoVm% «s3oR^s^s* 
are taken fh>m his work on the " PcataXieaOo. wi^^&«^*^ '"' 
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The Bishop does plainly say that '* the Bible is not itselt 
God's Word." He seems to draw this conclusion in conse- 
quence of the opinion he has formed that *'it is impossible 
to believe in " the truth ot ail Canonical Scripture. In the 
Preface to Part I, he acknowledges that such an opumm 
Is contrary to the declaration made and required l^ all 
Bishops of candidates for ordination. " Do you unf^igpe^ 
beUeve all the Canonical Scriptures of the Old and New 
Testament?** Answer: " I do believe theou" But in Hie 
same Preface to Part I, and in Preface to Plurt II, the Bishop 
tells us that his '* conclusion " from tbe terms of that ' 
** solemn declaration " has been " materially afiteted " by a 
late decision in the Court of Arches. He now thinks he is 
at liberty to hold his opinion that it is '< impossible to 
believe" in the truth of all the Canonical Scriptures, 
although he is still bound by that "solemn declaration" 
which he once made, — " I do believe them." 

The exact question raised by the cliarge preferred under 
this schedule is, whether the Bishop of !Natal contradicts the 
teaching of the Church in maintaining that the Bible is not 
the Word of God, although it contains God's Word ? 

Article vi says: " In the name of the Holy Scripture wc 
do understand those Canonical Books of the Old and New 
Testament, of whose authority was never any doubt in the 
Church." The names of the Old Testament Books follow. 
Article xvii speaks of God's promises as "generally set 
forth to us in Holy Scripture;" and, immediately afterwards, 
of the "will of God," as "expressly declared unto us in the 
Word of God." Article xx speaks of " God's Word written."^ 
Article xxii of certain doctrines as "groimded upon no 
warranty of Scriptures but rather repugnant to the Word 
of God." Article xxiy refers to a particular custom as 
" repugnant to the Word of God." In these Articles, then, 
we find the Holy Scriptures, as a whole, gathered into one 
Book, maintained to be the " Word of God," and referred 
to as the " Word of God "— " God's Word written," 

But the Bishop of Natal says: "There is a sense in which 
I am quite reaay to speak of the Bible as the Word of God,, 
—just as we call a Church the * House of God,' without 
noieaning, therefore, to say that the plan or material of the 
building is divine." (Preface to Part IH.) 

In judging of the Bishop's opinion in this matter, it is 

necessary to determine wVvetViet this sense which the Bishop 

would put upon the term " t\ie 'WoT^oi ^o^^' S&xJaa %eiLse 

in which the term is used aad ap^Ws^m^^ Ks!C\^«^ ^sA 

JPbrniuJaries ; or whether it\s anew afcme,con\x«c^^^>i}wi^'^a?aR.> 

iwuai, and Jiteral^meaning " of thea^ AiX^cX^^m^^^^toss^tnssa. 
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The arguments already urged by the Bishop of Grahain'» 
Town are, in my opinion, convincing on this part of the- 
subject. It seems plain that the Bishop of Natal uses the 
term " the Word of God " in a sense of his own, and denies 
the Bible to be the Word of God in the sense in which the- 
Holy Scriptures are so termed in the Articles and Formu- 
laries of the Church of England. 

I believe, therefore, that so maintaining that the Holy 
Scriptures contain the Word of God, but are not the Woid 
of God, the Bishop of Natal impugns and contradicts the 
Catholic faith, and that the charge preferred in tliis schedule 
has been proved. 

VI. 

The sixth charge preferred against the Bishop is that "the 
Holy Scriptures are spoken of and treated (by him) as a 
merely human Book, not inspired by God the Holy Spirit 
or inspired only in such a manner as other books may be 
inspired ;'' and that this is to impugn and contradict the 
faith. 

The Bishop of Natal, in the book from which quotations 
are made, opposes himself to what he terms the "ordinary 
belief" in the inspiration of Holy Scripture. He denies that 
the Bible is infallibly divine, or is anything but " a human 
book." He says the Bible is not in itself God's Word. He 
denies that there was a constant, supernatural, infallible 
guidance over the writers; and says "they wrote as men, 
* wiih the same liability to error as others." He maintains 
that the Bible is full of " contradictions," " impossibilities," 
and "legends." He asserts that the Pentateuch is not 
historically true, and that it could not have been written by 
Moses; that certain parts are not credible; that common 
sense and the best acquaintance with scientific facts will 
force men to disbelieve the account of the Deluge; that the 
writer of the Pentateuch filled up the narration, perhaps to- 
a large extent, from his own imagination ; and that there is 
no reason to suppose that he professed to be writing historical 
truth. 

Yet, on the other hand, the Bishop acknowledges " the 
inspiration of the Holy One" to "breathe through " the 
pages of the Bible (page 1 52), and speaks of the Spirit's 
'* special working on the minds of the writers " (page 13); 
and he terms the Bible " the best of books " CP&g^ aSQ^^^sA.^ 
a book to be " reverenced" (Jib.^ aa " eoTa«\m\!k%^Q^*^^^^^ 
and say a that the voice of God U lo \i<i ViaX.evi'edL lo^ ^^\\sss2^i?i 
and devoutly " in the Bible. 



After careM examination into the Bishop's teaching on 
this suhject, and after a comparison of that teaching with 
the language of the Articles and Formularies, as cited by 
the presenting clergy, I am compelled to say that I belieye 
the charges are proved, and that the Bishop does impugn 

. and contradict the faith. 

Article vi speaks of " Holy Scripture," and affixes to the 
Books of the Old and New Testament the term " canonical," 
and claims for them an " authority." The " authority *' of 
these books, of which there was " never any doubt in the 
Church," is plainly the authority to speak to men in the 
name of God. As regards the signification of the term 
" canonical," we have heard Welchman's opiuion that it signi- 
fies " inspired by God, and given us for a rule of faith and 
manners." It is not necessary to discuss the exact meaning of 
the term " inspiration," nor to define the manner in which the 
Holy Spirit " moves " the writers in their sacred task, in 
every part of their work. But if the Scriptures are rightly 
called " Holy" in the Articles; if the term "canonical" 
has any real meaning; if the Bible has "authority;" th«i 
God reveals His will to man, in all things " necessary to 
salvation," through these writings. And if the Church is 
bound so to receive Holy Scripture as an authority in 
matters of faith and duty, that it " may not expoimd one 
place that it be repugnant to another," and " ought not to 

• devise anything against the same;" if Councils of the 
Church must recognize Holy Scripture as an authority 
higher than their own, because " they may err, and some- 
times have erred;" then much more must an individual 
Christian submit to the authority of the Bible, as above 
himself, and as regarding his own faith and duty. The 
authority of Holy Scripture can only be deduced firom the 
inspiration of Holy Scripting. If we believe in the 
supreme authority of the book, we must believe in some 
unusual and extraordinary influences of the Holy Spirit 
^^ through the writers. But the only " inspiration " acknow- 
ledged by the Bishop of Natal is something usual 
and ordinary; such an influence as is exercised by the 
Spirit of Grod on the mind of every living man. This is 
really to deny the inspiration, and the impugning of the 
authority follows as a matter of course. The Bishop holds 
parts of the Bible to be inspired, just as he holds that parts 

of the ancient writings of YieatYven mex\ /w^x^ inspired, as he 
' asBerts, "by the same Divine TesucYiet'' ^.\^^^. \sv«w&. 
writings, as in the Bible,we aretoXs^ ^w^^^'^^'^^^^'^safc 
the ''voice of God's Spirit" CP-^^^> 
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And, consequently, thc.Bishop of Natal does deny the 
" authority " of Holy Scripture n any sense as an authority 
to which *• the living voice within *' each man must bow. 
Certain portions of the Bible (he says) may be called ** God's 
Word," but we are all able to judge, and are bound to 
judge, "whether this or that portion of the Bible has a 
message from God '* to us, or not. In reading the dificreht 
portions of the Bible we are to " try the spirits whether 
they are of God;'' and this because, though God's Spirit 
speaks in parts of the Bible, we have the same Spirit 
ourselves. " The voice from within " is to be the 
judge of the voice from without,— God's Word written. 
We must bring the teaching of the Bible to the "test 
of our own reason and conscience " (p. 152). This teaching 
wholly destroys the " authority '* of Scripture as taught by 
the Church. 

Acting upon his own principles, the Bishop of Natal does 
expound one part of Scripture so that it contradicts another, 
which Article xx says the Church collectively may not do. 
He also declares that the Bible contains " absolute, palpable 
self-contradictions," (p. 10), ** remarkable contradictions" 
(p. 17), "manifold contradictions and inconsistencies."^ 
Thus he destroys at once the authority and sacredness of a 
large portion of what Article vi terms " Holy Scripture," 
applying that term to each book in the Old and New 
Testaments. 

And the Bishop's language, as quoted by me, which seems 
most in accordance with the Articles, is explained by him- 
self in a manner to make it quite inconsistent with them. 
He calls upon us to " make a complete revision of our views 
about the Bible." He seems completely to have revised 
liis own views, and they are now directly contrary to the 
Articles and Formularies of the Church as expressed under 
this schedule. The sum of that teaching is embodied in the 
second Advent Collect, where we call upon God " who has 
caused all Holy Scriptures to be written for our learning^ 
and pray that we may in such wise hear them, read, mark, 
learn, and inwardly digest them, that by patience and com- 
fort of His Holy Word, we may embrace, and ever hold fast, 
the blessed hope of everlasting life." " All Holy Scriptures " 
form the " Word of God;" and God " caused all Holy Scrip- 
tures to be written for our learning.'' Wo are to hear and 
reiul the Holy Scriptures as God's " Holy Word " ^m6» "osv 
authority over us, not as wriliwga ^^\vvc\\ XJftfc Tsvcxvi ^^sssjr. 
witliin us has a right, to accept ox xe^ecX. w.\. V^. vvcs^J 

r am of opinion that the cViaxgc^ moAc^ «c®a:vw8^.J^^^*^^*^ 
t aching in this sixth scliedislLe \\we\>«iT\ vws^^* 
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vir. 

Under Schedule VII we have to consider, in general terras, 
the truth of Holy Scripture, as distinct (so far as it can be 
kept distinct) from tlie question of inspiration. But much 
of the language used in dealing with the last charge would 
apply to the present one. The Bishop of Natal is here 
charged with denying, in whole or in part, the authenticity, 
genuineness, and truth of certain Books of Scripture; and it 
is urged that, by this denial, the authority and canonicity of 
-these books is also called in question and denied, contrary to 
the teaching of the Church as expressed in certain Articles 
-and Formularies as quoted. 

The Bishop does plainly deny, in strong language, repeated 
x)ver and over again, the truth of a main portion of the 
Pentateuch. He says he has now given up all belief in its 
"historical veracity.*' Some of the chief events there recorded 
" could not possibly have happened." It contains " a series 
of manifest contradictions and inconsistencies." Its records 
involve " plain impossibilities." When ordained deacon, he 
.professed his " unfeigned belief " in those books. Now he 
declares " it is impossible wholly to believe in them " (p. xii). 
He now says the " Mosaic narrative is not historically true, 
that the Books of Chronicles cannot be relied on; that the 
Exodus did not take place as recorded ; that the Deluge 
could not possibly have taken place; and that the heart 
revolts at certain commands which these books tell us Gkxi 
gave to Moses. The Bishop asserts that the Pentateuch 
was not written by Moses, and that the real writer filled up 
the narrative out of his own imagination and represented 
God as speaking to ]Moscs, but in so doing, the Bishop 
says, there is no reason for supposing that he professed to be 
recording infellible truth, or even historical truth. To this 
extent, then, and in tliis manner, the Bishop denies the 
. authority, genuineness, and truth of the Pentateuch and other 
books — no unimportant portion of the whole Bible. 

Books full of " fables," " contradictions," " impossibilities," 
exaggerations," "inconsistencies," and "legends" can have 
no divine "authority," and cannot be termed "holy." But 
the Church claims such "authority" for them undoubtingly, 
and classes them by name as "holy" and "canonical" 
Scriptures, causing them to be read in public services as the 
'' very pure Word of God." The Bishop of Graham's Town 
lias already enlarged on Ms axi^oiecX. IVvawe myself said 
much, and need say \iU\e mox^. 'fta \«» %fe\. ^xNSe^ 
alao, in a plain and convincvn^ TttT«wvct,>i3cv^ q^«&>^wv ^^ 
nuthoTshii^, and specially ot tVli«clue«^aoTl^^^^^^^^i^^'^^^ 
JPoDiateuch. 
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The Bishop of Natal not only doubts about the authority 
of these books (" of which there was never any doubt in the 
Church**) but he plainly impugns it. He also denies that 
the Pentateuch was written by Moses. He says that if men 
will but " think " and inquire," the " least acquaintance with 
scientific fiicts, or common sense itself," will teach them to 
disbelieve the truth of the Pentateuch. And again the 
Bishop says that "truth itself'* requires men to abando^n 
the ordinary notion of the Mosaic authorship of the Penta- 
teuch; and in his letter he says, "Every intelligent student 
of the Scriptures must be aware of the truth of what I say." 

I cannot refrain from contrasting this language with the 
recent writings of two men of " learning,'* and " common 
sense *' and " some acquaintance with scientific facts:'* — 

1. Professor H. Brown says (in a passage quoted by the 
Bishop of Natal): " With all the pains and ingenuity which 
have been bestowed on the subject, no charge of error, even 
in matters of human knowledge, has ever been substantiated 
against any of the writers of Scripture.** 

2. Professor Rawlinson, in liis Bampton Lectures, says: 
■" Upon the whole, it must be pronounced that we have in the 
Pentateuch a genuine and authentic work, and one which — 
even were it not inspired — ^would be, tor the times and 
countries whereof it treats, the leading and paramount 
authority. It is (let us be assured) * Moses ' who is still 
read in the synagogues every Sabbath day, and they who 
resist liim by impugning his veracity, like Jannes and 
Jambres of oli, * resist the truth.** ' 

The result of a critical study of Scripture with these two 
writers is to convince them thoroughly of the truth of the 
Pentateuch, its authenticity and genuineness. The result of 
the Bishop of NataFs recent examination of these books is 
that he disbelieves in the " ordinary notions *' of their his- 
toric merits and Mosaic authorship. The question is, which 
of these conclusions accords with the preaching of the 
Church? The one is directly contrary to the other. Is one 
•of them contrary also to the Articles and Formularies, as 
asserted? 

Articles vi, vii, and xx do certainly teach belief in 
the truths of all the Books of the Old Testament, as in- 
volved in their "authority** and " canonicity." Other 
portions of the Formularies, as quoted in tliis schedule, 
.assume the same. 

Tijis seems to be the " or^naty twcAAiOTk^^^ \ft V»B^.^5o.*0ofc 
Bishop opposes himself. He say a -we ToasX. Tasj>Kfc %» ^^'^^^^'^^^^ 
revision in our views about \Y\eli\\A^. JSsAYvft tsg^RWC^^** 
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acknowledge the necessity, therefore, of making some reTisioii' 
of the Articles and Fonnularies. He says that " the very- 
condition of every young man entering the Ministry of the 
Church of England is that he (should) solemnly bind him- 
self for life to believe unfeignedly in all the Canonical Scrip- 
tures;" and this (the Bishop says) is "to surrender hence- 
forth all freedom of thought.'* The Bishop says this, ** not- 
withstanding the relief given to the consciences of many 
clergy," as he imagines, by a recent decision in the Court of 
Arches. And he also confesses that the Ordination Service 
is " not the only part of our Formularies that will be generally 
imderstood, unless expressed by judicial authority, to involve 
implicit belief in tnc historical truth of the fiicts recorded in 
the Pentateuch. 

I believe that the Bishop's teaching does so impugn 'the 
authority and canonicity of certain Books of Holy Scripture 
as to contradict the Articles and Formularies ; and I con- 
sider the charge made in this Schedule has been proued. 

vin. 

The charge made under the 8th Schedule is that the 
Bishop in his writings " denies the doctrine that our blessed 
Lord is God and man in one Person." So grave a charge 
demands the most careful consideration of the Bishop's 
language. 

The Bishop's argument is that we must not suppose that 
our Ijord in speaking of the Pentateuch as a true history, 
and as written by Mozes, " was acquainted more then any 
educated Jew of the age, with the mysteries of modem 
science:'* and asks why*' He should be expected to speak 
about the Pentateuch in other terms than any other devout 
Jew of that day would have employed.** And again:' 
** Why should it be thought thiit He would speak with cer- 
tain Divine knowledge on this matter, more than upon otfa^ 
matters of ordinery science or history." In tlie preface 
to part II. the Bishop gives further explanation in vendica- 
tion of his opinion '* as perfectly competible with— rathet 
is absolutely required by — the most orthodox feith in His 
Divinity, as the eternal Son of God.** In the prt-fece to 
part III. the subject is again taken up, and this 
opinion is explained ' and defended in a letter wliicb the 
Bishop of Natal appears to enclose. The Bishop says that 
he is supported in his view "\)y l\i^ coBs^iitient opinion of 

very many of the greatest T)\\\ivq;s, \>QlOft. «m^kox ^aA. 

modern.'* 
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After most careful consideration of these opinions re- 
ferred to by the Bishop, as explaining his own language*;, 
and after a comparison of that ianguage with Article 6* 
and the Creeds, with every desire to research his view 
with the teaching of the Church concerning our Blessed 
Lord, I am compelled to say that, in my opinion, it cannot 
be so reconciled. Nor do I believe the Bishop's opinion 
to be supported by any one of the " testimonies of divines^ 
both ancient and modern," quoted in Preface to Part HI. 

In our Lord, "two whole and perfect natures were- 
joined together in One Person, never to be divided, whereof' 
18 One Christ, very God and very Man." To say that 
our Lord's human nature was subject to limitations 
of knowledge, is only to confess that he was "perfect 
man." To interpret our lord's language, mysterious 
as it is, in St. Mark xiii. 32 ("Of that day and 
that hour knoweth no man,' &c.), as divines 
have interpreted it, and as their opinions are quoted in thtt 
Preface to Part III of the Bishop's work, may be quite in 
agreement with a full belief in the doctrine of the 2nd 
iJo-ticle. But none of these writers dare to attribute igno- 
rance to our Jvord in any matter of which He wiliest to 
speak. None dare to attribute ignorance to Him as a 
teacher, or to say that in His teaching he showed any lack 
of knowledge, much less that He fell into errors in conse- 
quence of lack of knowledge concerning the subjects oT 
which He treats. 

Yet this is what the Bishop of Natal affirms. And this, 
I cannot doubt, is to attribute ignorance and error to the- 
Person of our Blessed Lord, or to divide the two natures, 
which can " never be divided." 

Our Lord's express witness to the Pentateuch cannot be 
put aside, as the Bishop of Natal puts it aside, without; 
fidling into one of these very grave errors. 

"God and Man is one Christ," and when Christ oar 
Lord uses arguments in teaching divine truths such as 
those quoted by the Bishop in the Preface to Part I, p. xxx., 
— and as part of these arguments refers to Moses and his. 
writings as imdoubted authorities, and as prophetic writings 
bearing witness to Himself, — His words cannot be met by 
an assertion of His ignorance concerning the real character 
and value of these writings, without directly impugning H^ 
divine knowledge. The Bishop uses words tnhcwl \Js!ifc 
Baptismal SeiYices (II. xxi) wYuch app\y \t^ \.o >C»afc vo^^v^^ 
of which I am^ now speakijig. Out XiOT^^^ \a.xi^vMa%^ '''' ^-^ 
preBBly awumcs the reality and \\iatov\x»V \\x>ft3Sstoft»^ ^sC 



the writings from which Fe quotes. To say that He spoke 
in ignorance and in error is to deny that He who spoke was 
" God and Man in One Christ," and in ** One Person.** 

I consider that the charge preferred in this schedule has 
been proved. 

Under the ninth and last schedule, the Bishop of Natal is 
charged with depraying and impugning, and otherwise bring- 
ing into disrepute, the Book of Common Prayer, particular 
portions of the Ordinal and Baptismal Services, and, in so 
doing, with violating the law of the Church of Ikigland. 

The Bishop, in the passages cit«i in this schedule, com- 
plains that the law of the Church compels subscription to 
the Articles and Prayer Book, and requires a declaration of 
unfeigned belief in the Canonical Scriptures. He also denies 
the truth of the Deluge,*while at the same time confessing 
that the Baptismal S^vices " expressly assmne the reality 
and historical truthfulness of the story.** He recommeni 
men to " disobey the law of the Church '* in a certain point. 
He says that if a clergyman ventures to " think ** on certain 
subjects, " he is almost certain to come to doubt and dis- 
believe some portion, at least, of the Church*s doctrine.*' He 
says that, in consequence of his subscription and declaration 
according to the law, a clergyman is not allowed to " think 
and speoJc the truth as a free man,** and (as I understand 
the Bishop's words) is required "to maintain, by silence, 
at all events, if not by overt acts, transparent fictions." 

Such language seems plainly to constitute the ofi^ce 
charged, of " impugning and bringing into disrepute ** the 
Book of Common Prayer; and is contrary to the terms oi 
the 36th Canon which the Bishop has subscribed. 

I consider that the charge preferred imder this last 
schedule has been proved. 

I have now gone through the several charges made against 

the teaching of the Bishop of Natal, and am compelled to 

state my opinion, which I do with extreme pain, that each 

of these charges has been proved. Most thankful should I 

have felt if the Bishop's defence and explanations had 

enabled me to conclude that, notwithstanding inaccurate 

expressions and unguarded language, he was yet sound in 

the faith. He is one of whom, independently of liis sacred 

o£&ce, all must desire to think and speak with respect and 

esteem. lie is a Bishop, in. whose work amongst the native 

races of Xatal many amoiigal\xs\v9i.Nfete^^!Kt* taken a deep 

interest. It is a grievous tVmig ivo\ow^'£c \» Xsfe \!S^^\^V«Jl 

up to him as a teacher of iVv^ imtX— wiXorcv^^T \ft\^\^^\a 

re^-ard Jiim as fit to remain m\uaVu%\vQ«ic.^ ^-s. ^ ^y^qss^xs. 
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the Church of Christ. Yet this, and no less, is the convic- 
tion forced upon my mind. This is the opinion I ijufl 
bound to give, as before God and His Church, to the Metric 
politan of this Province. 

The Lord Bishop of Cape Town then said: I beg to 
thank my Right Bev. Brethren for the valuable assistanoe 
which they have given me, and for the opinions whidji 
•they hare expressed to-day. I have only further to add 
that judgment will be given on Wednesday next, at eleven 
•o*clock. 



Wednesday, December 16. 

At eleven o'clock the Lord Bishop of Cape Town and hift 
Assessors (the Bishops of Graham's Town and the Free 
State) assembled at St. George's Cathedral for the purpo8^ 
of delivering judgment in the matter of the charges 
preferred against the Bishop of Natal. 

The Lord Bishop of Cape Town, in delivering judgment, 
said: The case which has been brought before my self and 
the Bishops of this Province, and upon which I am now 
called to give judgment, is one of the gravest and mosl^ 
painful character. Thnt a Bishop should be formally 
accused of heresy is a circumstance happily almoa^ 
unknown in the Anglican branch of the Church of ChTisib 
since the period of the Reformation ; and there is absolutdy' 
no instauce as regards our non-established Colonial 
Churclies. To our African Church attaches the reproach 
of being the first to be charged with a wide departure from 
the faith in the person of one of her prelates. The absence 
of all precedent causes great difficulty in dealing with this 
case, which, under any circumstances, could not but be 
most distressing to the Bishops of tiiis Province, called, as 
tbcy are, to sit in judgment upon one who has been their 
idlow-labourer for so long a period, and with whom the^ 
had been associated in council, and have lived in the inter- 
change of brotherly intercourse. 

With myself, as Metropulitan, rests the chief responsi- 
bility of dealing with this tnattcr, and that re8ipcH\%i\^\V>Jc| 
I may net shrink Iron). My of^ce \i«jft '\ti^^^^ Xjvl^w %iNv^- 
lenged by tiic accuse i ; but if t\\fevc vi^tvi xviv\«>vi^ \.<i 'C-^'"''^ 
^bat jurisdiction in i\ legal seuae wa^ tio\. cqvoc*^^^''^ "^^ >^^ 
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formal instniment? which profess to give it— which is a« 
least uncertain, inasmuch as no constitutional government 
had been established in Natal at the period of their issue — 
there can be no doubt that the Church, after long and care> 
ful deliberation, resolved upon the appointment of Metro- 
politans over Colonial Churches, and sent me out in that 
capacity; or that the Crown co-operated with the Church 
in such proceeding, and gave its full sanction — of whatever 
value that sanction may be— both to the establishment of 
the ofSce and to the appointment of the individual who 
holds it; or that the Bishop recognized both the office and 
the jurisdiction, and elected the Metropolitan as his judge 
in accepting his Letters Patent; or that he bound himself 
by a solemn oath to render due obedience to the See of 
Cape Town and the Bishop thereof; or that he has repeat- 
edly, throughout his Episcopate, as has been proved by the 
documents put in at tlie commencement of this trial, even 
on a charge of supposed heresy preferred against him some 
time ago by two of his own clergy, submitted to the 
judgment of his Metropolitan; or that, in the letter which 
he has requested may be considered as his defence, he has 
acknowledged that he stands in the relation of a suffragan 
Bishop to the Metropolitan of this Province, of which he 
admits me to be the Metropolitan, with the powers and 
authority of that office. 

There are two ways, as I conceive, in which proceedingfl 

may be adopted when charges are brought against a 

Bishop involving matters of faith. The Bishops of the 

Province may either of their own accord, in their Synod, 

call the accused to account, hear and discuss his teaching, 

and acquit or condemn him; or, if any members of the 

Church who feel aggrieved by that teaching, and have 

knowledge of it, promote the office of the Metropolitan, 

the Metropolitan may proceed to hear those charges. 

This latter, indeed, is the course prescribed in the Letters 

I'atent: " VYe do farther will and ordain that, in case any 

proceedings shall be instituted against any of the said 

Bishops of Graham's Town and Natal, when placed under 

the Metropolitan S«e of Cape Town, such proceedings shaJl 

be originated and carried on before the said Bishop of 

Capo Town, whom we hereby authorize and direct to take 

cognizance of the same." 1lVA« i« the course which has 

heen pursued on the pteaenX. wicw\wi. C«t\j^\\!i of the 

Clergy at this Frovince Yiave\)tci\i%\a'^«^ i^^esawa ^kbs^^ 

agAiaat one of the Bishop* oi X\i^ ^w\^^, XjfcVs^ >^^ 

Metropolitan. Upon this, h^ han ^vt^^ ^\i^ ^«5s»5^^^afiw.^ 
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to appear before Idm, furnfshinjr him with a copy of the 
charges brought ugaiost him, and a statement of the Arti- 
cles and Formularies wliich he is said to have contravened; 
and has also summoned the other Bishops of the Province 
to Assist him in the hearing of those charges. This course 
was adopted; — I. In deference to the above cited instruc- 
tions of the Letters Patent, which, of however little 
authority in a legal [loint of view, serve at least to show 
what, in the eye of the Crown and of the Church, is the 
right course to be pursued in tliis painful case. II. Because it 
would give to the Bisiiop accused every opportunity of meet- 
ing the charges preferred against him. And, III. Because it 
was in accordance with the course pursued in the only case 
furnished by the Mother Church, which seemed to be 
applicable, and could be regarded as a precedent. 

I allude to the trial of Watson, Bishop of St. Davids, by 
Archbishop Tennison. The whole question as to the proper 
mode of proceeding in the trial of a Bishop of a 1 rovince 
was then fully discussed before the Archbishop in his 
Court of Audienr:e, l^efore the Court of Delegates, the 
Queen's Bench, and the House of Lords, the whule of the 
Judges being present; and it was unanimously held by all 
the Judges, and also by nearly all the Bishops, that the 
Archbishops had proceeded in the right way, by trying ^ his 
suffragan as Metropolitan, rather than by condemning him 
in Synod, even though that case was complicated by the 
fact that the Bishop was a peer of the realm, and was 
deprived of his peerage conferred by the Crown by the 
sentence of the Archbishop. 

Without, however, entering fully into this or other grave 
questions intimately connected wiih this case, and 
involving deep principles, from the discussion of which 
in tliis judgmeuv I have thought it better altogether 
to abstain, I i^roceed to consider whether the charges 
which have been brought against the Bishop of Natdl 
have been proved, and whether they are such as to 
warrant the conclusion at which, in common with such 
othtr Bishops of tliio Province a» have been able to obey 
my summons, I have arrived after a long and anxious 
investigation of the case. 

In forming a dt cisiou as to the soundncs.t or unsound- 
ness of the Bishop's views, I shall be guided entirely by 
the language of the Articles and Formularies, incluidUv^^ 
of course, the whole Book of CoiMcvvm "Sr^^Ntx. \^vi^^sv» 
mean thereby to imply thai tYveae w^ \.\i^ w\l XR-eJo^ "VJ 
which the Bishops of llva CVuxcU s\vo\x\^ Vt^ \>afc\^'^'^'? 
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of its ministers. I nm of opinion that the decisions of 
those councils which the Church of England regards as- 
CBcnmenical, are the very highest authorities by which 
they conid be guided; and the received faith of the 
Church in all ages, even though not defined by any 
eouncil, if it can be ascertained— as for example, on such 
a question as Inspiration in connection with the ficrfy 
Scriptures — must also be a guide to them which cannot be 
^sregarded. In the present case, however, though I may 
refer to these authorities as illustrating and confirming the 
doctrine of the Church of England, and compare t))e BisbopV 
teaching with them, I shall not base my judgment upon 
them, because the presenting Clergy have not in theif 
Articles referred to tiiem, but have contrasted the Bishop's 
language exclusively with the Articles and Formularies 
of the Church of England. I do not feel caUed upon to 
estimate with precision the amount of authority to be 
Mtached to each of the documents whicli the Church of 
England has stamped with its authority, but I perhaps^ 
ought not to pass the subject by altogether. 

It may be enough to say, that while regarding them all 
ia their several measures and degrees as utterances of the 
Church's voice, I regard the three Creeds as of the highest 
authority, because they express the mind and faith, not 
only of the Church of Enpland, but also of the whole 
Catholic Church from the beginning. 

That I consider tlie Articles as next in authority to the 
Creeds, because they express in more exact and seientifie 
terms than our other Formularies, the teaching of the 
Church of England upon the points of which they treat. 

And that I regard the whole Prayer-Book, but more 
especially the Catechism, the Ordination Services, the 
Services for Holy Baptism, and Holy Communion, as of 
great authority; and as sufficient to show what the faith 
of the Church is on matters upon which the Articles may 
he silent, or their language require explanation. 

I shall, without assuming to decide upon the extent of 
authority to be attached to the language of the Homilies, 
refer to them as authorized expositors of the more con- 
densed language of the Articles, and as illustrating their 
aeaniag; but I shall not use them as an independent 
mnthority on matters not ttealed of \t\ the Articles. 
Ishnll not refer largely to l\\e ^t\\ATi«i ^1 >i}ci^%^^\tfi axe 
generally regarded as the great d\V\ti^% cAWv^^Vwx^^wA. 
when I do BO, it will be for tVve pxkt^io^e ^I'^'^^^t'^^^^ 
Charch'B teaching, not as ixid«^eiiaL«it «oX\tfav\.ve*. ^SioKt^ 
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are any who are entitled to rank as authorities, Jewell and 
Newell pre-eminently are so, beeause of tlie sanction giren 
by Convocation to certain of their writings; but even these 
will be used only for the purpose of explanation and iliof*- 
tration. 

In interpreting the Church's standards of the faith, I 
ahall endeavour to ascertain their '^ true, usual, literal 
meaning," their ** plain and full meaning." WheresoeFer 
it is possible, I shall decide this by the ** literal and grammat- 
ical sense " of the words. (Declaration prefixed to Articles.) 

Where the sense of the words is not plain, where they 
are theological words, and have an historical meaning, I 
ahall interpret them by a comparison of passages (the 
Articleti, for instance, with the Homilies), by the history 
of the controversies which gave rise to them., by the ana- 
logy of the faith. I shall always have regard, where this 
is possible, to the ** animus imponentis" the intention of 
the Church in the wording of its documents. 

Thiit course appears to me to ha the fiiirest, both to the 
Bishop and to the Church. The Creeds, the Articles, tlie 
I^ormularies, the Book of Common Prayer are the doeu- 
ments to which he has given his atisent, by wliich he hae 
acknowledged himself to be bound, and in accordance with 
which he has pledged himself to teach, and affirms in his 
^efence that he has taught: ** I do believe that my teaching 
in this book is in full accordance with the plain teadiing of 
the Church, which I am pledged to guard and maintain, as 
laid down iu her Articles, and, abo? e all, with my conse- 
cration vow." (Letiier IV). 

In common with all engaged in these proceedings, I 
deeply regret that the Bishop was not himself pn-sent on 
the occasion of the trial. His absence I regard as a 
serious loss to the Court, and as injurious to his cause. A 
letter written two years ago, and the preface to which he 
refers me, very inadequately represent the kind of replv 
which doubtless he would have made to the charges which 
have been brought against him, and to the speeches of the 
presenting Clergy. And the Court itself, had he been 
present, would have been assisted in the interpretation of 
passages which it has often felt to be obscuie, and have 
been saved from the risk of misunderstanding, and conse- 
quently misrepresenting the Bishop's views. 

It is due to the presenting Clergy to say that they have 
conducted their cause with a degree of learning acid «.^\VJ^ 
which has excited very geneial a.dLTsm«X\Qii^ ^xA >«>»s5^\i»^ 
been of great service to myeeVt and ovj a^a^wwrt^va.'sajw^^t- 
iag the difficulties of this case. 
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The Bishop was cited to answer certain charges of false, 
«trange, and erroneous doctrine and teachini;, preferred 
•gainst him by the Very Reverend the Dean of Cape Town, 
the Venerable the Archdencon of Graham's Town, and the 
Venerable the Archdeacon of George, arising out of the 
publication of certain works, entitled *' St. Pa u 1*8 Epistle 
to the liomuns, newly translated and explained from a 
tnissionary point of view;"— and Parts I and II of the 
'** Pentateuch and Book of Joshua critically examined/' 

Tiie extracts from these works which are alleged to con- 
tain dnctrinep, vicwF, and opinions at variance with the 
<1octrinc and teachipg of the United Church of England and 
Irchntd were served on the Bishop of Natal, together with 
-schedules setting forth the Articles and Formularies eon- 
•travened in these extracts. The Bishop in acknowledging 
Che receipt of this citation admitted that he published ** the 
matter quoted in the Articles annexed to the citation," and 
it will therefore be necessary for me now to investigate 
•each of these schedules serialim^ and to judge whether the 
Articlesand Formularie.o •'O scheduled havebcen contravened 
in these extracts, regard b ing had to the Bishop's defence 
**tliHt the passages extracted be read in connection with 
Ihe rest of the works from which they are taken." 

L 

The first charge preferred is that in certain extracts 
which are given from his Commentary on the Epistle to the 
Romans, the Bishop of >atal maintains that our Lord 
did not die in man's stead, or bear the punishment or pen- 
alty of our sins, and that God is not reconciled to us by the 
death of His Son ; and that this teaching impugns and 
•contradicts the fiiith as expressed in certain of the Articlel^ 
and Formularies of the Church of England which are 
referred to. 

The Bishop's view on this and other subjects must be 
gathered not only from the passages articled, but from other 
passages of his writings also, as indeed he has expressly 
desired that they may be. 

Let roe first take the passages complained of: " Once for 

all, let it be stated distinctly, there is not a single passage in 

the whole of the New Testament which supports the dogma 

of modern theology— that our Lord died for^our sins in the 

sense of dying instead of ua •, A5\t\^\uwxv v^VkS»^^Td^ui|f 

4to ii8 to bear the puniahmetit or v^iv«\X's «A ^mt v.w%r 

"iet the expression uncc moi^\i«i tio\&^. 'IV^ ^r^saJ^ 
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does not say that * God is reconciled to us by the death of 
His Son,' but that * we are reconciled to God.' The dif- 
ference in the meaning of the two expressions is infinite/' 
•** He died not instead of us, but He died fur us, in our 
behalf." 

The two points that the Bishop objects to and repudiates 
in theso. passages ara clearly tliese . 

I. That God was reconciled to man by the death of His 
Sod. 

II. That our Lord died instead of us, bore the punish- 
ment due to our sins. 

I have looked carefully through the Commentary, and 
through a letter addressed to me by the Bishop more than 
two years ago, which he has, through his proxy, asked to 
have considered as containing an exposition of his Tiews, 
and as his defence of those views, to see whether his ex- 
pressions on these points were incidental, not supported by 
the general tone and teaching of the book, but modified 
and corrected elsewhere; for the writer does not always 
express himself accurately or exactly when treating of the 
great mysteries of the faith, and his language does at times 
appear to me on more points than one to be inconsistent 
with itself. 

The result of my search is, that I find that the Bishop 
distinctly claims to have taught in exact accordance with 
the second and thirty -first Articles on the subject of our 
Lord's sacrifice, redemption, propitiation, and satisfaction. 
" As to the latter portion of this article (the second— * Christ 

truly suffered, to be a sacrifice not only 

for original guilt, but for the actual sins of men,') I have 
repeatedly asserted it in my book.*' And again ; ** My whole 
book teaches, in the words of the thirty-first Article, that 
the offering of Christ once made is that perfect redemption, 
propitiation, and satisfaction for the sins of the whole 
world, both original and actual; and there is none other 
satisfaction for sin but that alone." And, in accordance 
with this claim, he does in piaces express himself in 
language which would be generally regarded as differing 
from that charged against him, and as being sound 
and orthodox with regard to the work accomplished 
by ^ our Lord on the Cross, to whom again aniA 
again an atonement for the sins of the world is ascribed. 
Thus, at psge 64 of his Commentary, he says: " Christ K«* 
come, sent by the grace and lo^e ot omt 'SL^viecX^ ^*!Cwa> 
^o redeem ue, to buy us back w\l\\ «i v^^'^cksa \rtv» ^"^"^ 
jbJB Btate, and to set us vhoUy free fcom \\vfe v^^«^ ^"^ ^'^^^ 
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that sin should no longer have dominion over ns.' And 
again, page 98, be says: <* Through that precious blood- - 
■bedding, the whole liuman race has been redeen.ed from . 
the curse." "I have no less distinctly expressed my 
belief that ' we have redemption ihrougb GUs Blood, even 
the forgiveness of sins/ for I have said, through that 
precious blood-shedding, the whole human race has been 
Tedeemed from the curse.'" We have here the word 
''redemption" used to express the result of our Lord's sacri- 
fice on the Cross, in a manner wholly unexceptionable. 

Again, from p>ige 65 to 68, he explains what he means 
by *' propitiation, in a passage which I need not quote at 
length, but in which the language, did it stand alone, would 
be regarded as sufficient and satisfactory. He there says: 
" We are privileged to know the great mystery of godliness, . 
to know in what way, through the wisdom of God, we have 
been redeemed from the power of evil, to look at Christ 
Jesus, through faith in His Blood, and behold in Him the 
propitiation for our sins, the object which makes ns, the 
▼hole human race, of which He is the Head, acceptable to 
God." This language, if not adequate and fall, is at leasts 
correct so far as our Lord's work is concerned. ** Through 
faith in His Bluod, we behold in Him the propitiation lor 
our sins, — that which makes us acceptable to God." Again he 
says (page 65), *< St. Paul says that God set forth His Son tons 
as a propitiation, that is to say, as somethint^ to make accept- 
able, its one through whom God will smile graciously upon 
us as our Father, notwithstanding all our own unfitness^ 
In Him the Father was well pleased, and with us in Him'. 
In Uis holy obedience unto death was that expression of- 
nerfect rigliteousness exhibited in the life of the Son of 
Man which the Father beheld with entire satisfaction, and 
accepting Him whom He had Himself made to be our head» . 
and elder brother, and representative, He graciously 
accepted us all in Him." 

Again, at page 94: " We have access, are brought near, ~ 
reconciled, atoned, justified, pronounced righteous tbiougli 
His Blood." 

Now language such as that which I have quoted baa 

constrained me to declare that the teaching of the Bishop 

on the great subject of the Atonement was not so at 

rariattce with that of the Church as to call for any con- 

demnatioD, did it stand aVon^, IV^w^ w^, Vs^^iHrever, other 

PASBagea iu his vrork besides Oao^^ coik^\«S«v^ ^\^ Vc^^ 

show that he iises tlie words '^ sA»QXieNx^«ixr ^' ^'osv^js^^ 

'^sacrifice/' *• satisfactionr "ptoi&iXA«.^^^r— ^^^^«^>^^ 
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•penk, eccleslaBticAl and historical words,— in a sense of hit- 
own; that he does not mean what the Church intenda by 
them, and* that while at>ing them, he repudiates some 
portion of the truth which they teach. 

Thus, at page 98, section 166, ver. 1, he says: ** It is very 
unfortunate that the true meaning of the word ^'atonemeot** 

should be so commonly 

lost sight of, end the notion introduced of something^ 
paid down to atone (as it is said) or compensate to God, or 
at least to reconcile God to us for our sins." 

And at page 64, section 113, ver. 33: "The wor4 
^redemption" implies a buying back, a ransoming, as a 

captiTC from slavery But what is thif 

redemption? Redemption from what? .... The 
accursed bondage in which we should all be held by our 

mere natural birth to this tyrant sin is the 

bondage or slavery from which our Lord has redeemed us." 
** Christ has come .... to redeem us, to buy ua- 
back with a precious price from this state, and to set ua 
wholly free from the power of evil, that sin should no 
longer have dominion over us.*' Clearly, according to the 
Bishop's view, our redemption is from sin, and its power^ 
and its guilt, only (Letter III) not frem the punishment due 
to it also. 

And so with regard to " propitiation." He uses tlie 
word. He seems to attach in places a true mi^antng to it. 
Be even speaks of our Lord's death as a ))ropitiatory sacri- 
fice. But, as I think will be seen from the passages to 
which I shall presently refer, he does, notwithstanding the 
occasional soundness of his language, exclude the idea 
which the Church of England, foUowing the teaching of the 
Church in all ages, must, as it appears to me, be under- 
stood to attach to the words " satisfaction " (the Latin word 
for which in Article xxxi is expiatio), *' propitiation," ** sa- 
crifice," — the efiecting a reconciliation for us, the making 
God propitious, the appeasing His just wrath on account 
of sin, satisfying His unspotted and eternal justice, the 
making expiation and atonement for our sins by dying in 
onr stead. 

In his letter he says: "I do deny that His was 
a vicarious sacrifice, in the sense in which I understand 
you to use the words, namely, that He endured in 
our stead the weight of God's wticiYv. l^^X^^'t^'^^ 
penalty due to our sins. 1 \je\\e^^ t\v»X. TkftVCwst ^ioRr 
cacprpf sion nor the idea is scriplutal" gL«X\«t^ <^^'*!^ "^v^ 
And again: **I repeat the aasertioii, X\»t^S& Ta»\ ^t.\s^w»=^ 
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• expression in the whole New Testament which distinctly 

implies that Christ (uflered the weight of His Father'i 

•wrath in our stead." Again: ♦• He bore our sins, not the 

^nalty due to our sins." He says St. Paul does not teach 
that *• He ransomed them from the hand of God, but from 
the* possession and power of evil." Again: ** Nothing is 
implied about enduring God*s wrath in our stead, as if He 
ransomed us out of God's hand." And again, speaking of 

our Lord ** sympathizing and sharing in all the sorrows of 
fallen humanity," he says: •* Injthe same sense I understand 
< He bore our sins;' for our sakes He took the likeness of 

rtinfal flesh. He was made sin. He suffered and died as a 
sinner. He bore our sins as He bore our sorrows; His 
whole life of obedience culminating on the cross; but there 
is not a word here of His bearing the weight of God's anger 
in our stead" (Letter IH). Again, at page 87 of his 
Commentary, he says r "No inference can be drawn that 
our Blessed Lord was delivered for our sins in tlie sense of 
f)earing the burden of them, suffering the punishment due 
to them." And again, in another passage (page 3, sec. 176, 
chap, yi, verse 2), " Thus, then, we see what our Lord's 
death did for us He paid this debt on 

.|)ehalf of us all, though he paid it not in our stead — that is, 
He paid it not in the way in which we, unredeemed, should 
have had to pay it. He did not bear the weight of the 
curse. He did not suffer the accumulated weight of woe, 
due as a punishment for tlie sins of the world." 
With these passages before me, I cannot consider that 

'the teaching which has been complained of is so modified or 
qualified by the more ortliodox statements of the writer as 
to deserve no condemnation. Substitution is what through- 
out his book he shrinks from and repudiates. 

I should be exceeding my office were I to define anything 
beyond what the Church has defined on the great mystery 
of the Atonement, whici), being a mystery, is in its com- 
pleteness above our comprehension. Nor is it necessary 
that I should dwell upon what lies ntthe root of the opinions 
which 1 am called to consider, wldch I believe to be a 
defective view of the character and attributes of God, — of 
His justice and holiness, and hatred of sin,— and I would 
add, a defective view of sin itself, — its exceeding sinfulness. 
But I am compelled, by the line of defence which the Bishop 
has naturally andptopetly adopted, to examine whether 

Jjia view on certain poTt\oiia ot «a^cX% Q\\X!&.^\gt^<».\.ftict are 

m accordance with the Cb\wcV%X«^c\v\w^. 
Oa the whole, then, we\g\uoftX>e^^^»'^«^^%^»'^^^^^^^'=^^^ 
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with every desire to do justice to his views, and not to judge 
him by mere extracts, but to arrive at a clear comprehen- 
sion of his teaching,— and being also not quite sure that I 
always understand his meaning, I am constrained to say 
that I think the charge^is sustained, notwithstanding the 
qualifying passages to which I have referred. 

The two heads of this charge are intimately connected 
•with each other. They run into one another. In dealing 
ivith them, however, it will be more convenient to take theD> 
separately. 

Let me examine the charge with regard to substitution 
first. 

Is the Bishop at liberty to deny that our Lord died 
*' instead of us ;*' or that He " bore the punishment or pen- 
alty of our sins?*' I think that this language is at variance 
with the teaching of the second and thirty-first Articles, 
interpreting those Articles by the plain meaning of the 
words, by their historical sense— for all these words have a 
history— and by the animus imponentis. 

I think, also, that he differs from other statements of the 
Church, wherein the views which he opposes are dwelt 
upon and asserted more fully. Thus, in the Service for 
Holy Communion, the Church calls upon God in these 
solemn words : ** Almighty God, our Heavenly Father, who 
of Thy tender mercy didst give Thine only Son Jesus 
Christ to suffer death upon the Cross for our redemption^, 
who made there (by His one oblation of Himself once 
offered) a full, perfect, and sufficient sacrifice, oblation, and 
satisfaction for the sins of the whole world." ** He came,'* 
in the language of Article xv, <* to be a Lamb without 
spot, who by His sacrifice of Himself, once made, should 
take away the sins of the world.'' 

The Service for tlie Holy Communion speaks of *' His 
meritorious Cross and Passion, whereby alone we obtain 
remission of our sins. The second Exhortation refers to 
the " redemption of the world by the Death and Passion 
of our Saviour Christ." In the Commination Service it is 
affirmed that " Jesus Christ the righteous is the propitia^ 
tion for our sins ; for He was woundvd for our offences, and 
•mitten for our wickedness." 

The Homily of the Salvation of Mankind (Edit. Oxford^ 
1802), which is the one referred to in Article xi, as express- 
ing more fully the Church's teachinf^oci th^>KQ\^^lcS\sr^V 
uses language like this, which. €x.p\«.Vtt% \Jaa %«wfc^\^^'^'^^^ 
the worda "sacrifice," " salisf aclvouC' ** '^\o\\>:\^'C^^' ** ^^I 
demption," used in the ArUc\wlpi.xid^tv\cfcV«2t^'^^^'^'®^^**^* 
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- itood : '<6od sent His only Son, our Sayiour Christ, into this 
world to fulfil the law for us, and bj shedding of His roost 
precious blood, to make a sacrifice andsatis&ction, or (as It 
may be called) amends, to His Father for our ftins, to 
assuage His wrath and indignation conceited against ni 
fbr the same." It speaks of thocie who '* sin after baptism, 
when they turn to God nnfeignedly, being washed by this 
sacrifice from their sins in sueh sort that there remaineth 
not any spot of sin that shall be imputed to their damna- 
tion." It speaks of ** the great wisdom of God in this 
mystery of our redemption, who hath so tempered His 
justice and mercy together that He would neither by His 
justice condemn us unto the everlasting captivity of the 
devil and his prison of hell, remediless for ever without 
mercy, nor by His mercy deliver us clearly without justice, 
or payment of a just ransom; but with His- endless mensy 
He joined His most upright and equal justice, jffis 
great mercy He showed unto us in delivering us from 
our former captivity, without requiring of any ransom 
to be paid, or amends to be made upon our part, 
which thing by us had been impossible to be done. 
And whereas it lay not in us to do this. He provided 
a ransom for us, that was the most precious Body and Blood 
of His own most dear and best -beloved Son, Jesus Christ, 
who, besides this ransom, fulfilled the law for us perfectly, 
and so the justice of God and His mercy did embrace toge- 
ther, and fulfilled the mystery of our redemption *' (p. 18), 
And again : " The Apostles toucheth special||^ three 
things, which must go together in onr justification. Upon 
God's part. His great mercy and grace; upon Christ's part, 
. justice, that is, the satisfaction of God's justice, or the 
price of our redemption, by the ofiering of His Body and 
sheddinp: of His Blood, with fuIfiUiDg the law perfectly and 
thoroughly; and upon our part, true and lively faith in 
the merits of Jesus Christ '* (p. 19). And once more: 
" It pleased our Heavenly Father of His infinite mercy, 
without any our desert or deservinpr, to prepare for us 
the most precious jewels of Christ's Body and Blood, 
'whereby onr ransom might be fully paid, the law fulfilled, 
and His justice fully satisfied. So that Christ is now the 
rigbtcousiiess of all them tliat truly do believe in Him. He 
for them paid their ransom by His death. He for them 
fhlffUed thG law in His life." And yet again it speaks of 
6ttr Lord's death upon t\\e Cto%a ^% " \\v«A, %^^cifice which 
our Uijih Priest and Saviour CV\x\%X. iJ^i^vi^^XJafe^aovv^l ^^a^ 
ODCo offered for ua upon xVie Cioaft,Xo o\i\^vcv\>ftfc\^l ^^a^^ 



951 

-grace and remission, as well of our original sin in bap- 
*t\sm, as of all actual sin committed by us after our baptism, 
if we truly repent and turn unfeignedly to Him again." 
And again, to refer to but one other Homily (for Rogation 
Week, Part iii, page 487) : ** Upon Him he put our sins, upon 
Him he made our ranson; Him he made the mean betwixt 
us and Himself, whose mediation was so acceptable to 
■God the Father, through His profound and perfect obe- 
dience, that He took His act for a full satisfaction of our 
disobedience and rebellion, whose righteousness he took to 
weigh against our sins, whose redemption he would have 
to stand against our damnation." 

I do not think it needful to add anything to these quo- 
'tations from the Church's acknowledged formularies or 
authorities ; or to refer to the language of Dean Nowell, or 
of Jewell, whose testimony as to the mind and intention of 
>the Church have been justly urged in the course of the 
argument to be of great weight 

With these passages before me from the Articles, Ser- 
Tices, Homilies, I must decide that the Bishop of Natal is 
•not justified in denying that "our Lord died for our sins ' 
'in the sense of dying instead of us, or dying so as to bear 
the penalty or punishment of our sir.s." 

And if this language of the Bishop, with respect to the 
'ifirst portion of the charge, be regarded as unjustifiable, 
•atill more evident is it that it cannot be justified with 
respect to the second. 

Article II expressly Bflftrms that "Christ, very God 
and very Man, truly sufffered, was crncifled, dead and 
buried, to reconcile His Father to us." This assertion the 
Bishop in so many words denies. He says that the difibr- 
€nce between his own view and that affirmed in the Article 
is ** infinite;" and when the difference is pointed out, his 
reply and defence is " as to the former portion of the second 
Article I am sorry that the expression is there .used, 
because it is not scriptural." (Letter, clause 3.) That 
which has led the Bishop into his grave error is that he 
has dwelt exclusively upon God's most gracious attribute 
of Jove. He has refused to look at his sterner attribute of 
justice; ' God is love,' has been his one thought, and from 
that he has drawn out a system which is at variance with 
the scheme of our redemption, as taught by the Church 
out of God's most holy Word. Being all love, God had 
no justice to be satisfied, no av^^et «l\jjj;vcv%\. -v^s. Na \sfc 
appeased. He could forgwe am vjWXvoxxX «.tv ^^^^^'«s^RJ«& 
being made (Letter IV). ChmVaeLe«AXi n^^^A^^®^"^^*^^^ 
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the efficient cause of man's salvation. It did not (to nse 
the lanijuage of his accuser) by its own proper Tirtue wash' 
ont sin, and by its infinite preciousness purchase our 
forgiveness. 
I must consider the charge as proved. 

11. 

^ The second schedule relates to justification. It charges 
the Bishop of Natal with maintaining that justification is a 
consciousness of being counted righteous, and that all men^ 
even without such consciousness, are treated by God as- 
righteous, and counted righteous, and that all men, as 
members of the great human family, are dead unto sin, and 
risen again unto righteousness. 

And this teaching, it is affirmed, denies that men are 
justified by faith, and impugns and contradicts the faith, 
as set forth in certain Articles and Formularies of the 
Church, which are referred to. 

The passages quoted appear to me, from a careful con- 
sideration of them, and of the book from which they are 
extracted, fairly to represent the writer's general teaching. 
It is unnecessary to quote them at full length. The follow- 
ing portions sufficiently, I think, represent his views: 

He says: <^ As he (the Apostle) has just said that all sin, 
and all come short of God's glory, so now he most mean 
that all are made righteous, justified freely^ ^jr ,^ grace 
of God." Again he speaks of the Jews as h«m||7li|^n all 
made righteous, treated as righteous, and adajk^jw this 
gift, '' God*s gift of righteousness," " was intended for all 
mankind, and was actually from the first bestowed upon 
them, though as yet they knew it not, for it was not yet 
revealed to them. But now it is revealed that this gift of 
righteousness is meant for all, that all are being made 

righteous All men, everywhere, though 

many may be unfaithful." Again: <<The justification 
here spoken of extends to all those who have never 
heard the name of Christ, and who cannot have exercised » 
living faith in Christ." Again: *'It should be observed 
that both here and elsewhere when the Apostle says that 
God < justifies * any, or < makes them righteous,' he means 
that he justifies them in their own consciences. He brings 
home to them consdouBly lUe t&ift of righteousness." 

Agtdn : " All ot them, a% ^l. l^ovA '\^^a^\iVJ xsaahes after- 
wards, are counted as T\ghUo\iacT^«^Vi«e^,>Xtfsvi'sfia«^^l\saq 
Jriiow it not, through the grace oi Oo^\^\»^'i^^\!^^'^ 
whole human race in H\» oxfti ^^«^t ^ti ^>M5jai^^>K» 
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given to be their Head, and whose joiembera they are.'^ 
Again: '* We have all died unto sin, and risen again unto 
righteousness in our very birth-hour, tiirough the gracious 
gift of God, by that mysterious union with Christ our Head 
which we all enjoy through the grace of our Heavenly 
Father, as members of the great human family." 

If I have not wholly misunderstood the Bishop's teaching 
it is what it has been represented to be, — ^viz., that all men 
everywhere are justified, counted righteous in the sight of 
God, as members of the great human family, independently 
of faith in Christ, or even any knowledge of Him. Anct 
that St. Paul when he uses tiie word "justifies" means^. 
occasionally at least, justifying men in their own con- 
sciences, bringing home to them consciously the gift ^of 
righteousness. 

. The question for me to decide is, whether this teaching is 
consistent with thelanguageand decisions of the Church. Had! 
theBishop contented himself with affirming that our Lord re- 
deemed all mankind; tliat His sacrifice was ofiered for the 
sins of the whole world ; that we know not how far His meri- 
torious Cross and Passion may avail for those who never 
heard of His name, or of His sacrifice of love; that GodV 
xnercy and love might exceed His own gracious promises; 
that, being the Lamb slain from the foundation of the' 
world, Christ's redemption looked backward as well asr 
forward, and might have an efficacy beyond what some had 
been willimLto admit, he would have expressed himself as^ 
many wirflStHe Church have, without challenge, expressed 
themselves before him. The Churcli has not dogmatized 
on such matters. But the Bishop has done more than this. 
He has confounded justification with redemption. And ir 
is not the mere misapplication of a word. Justification, 
with him, means more than the Church means by redemp- 
tion. He means what the Church means by justification, 
but he extends this, which the Church does not, to tlie 
whole human race. He says : " The curse has been utterly 
taken away, and all we of the human race, being recognized 
as one with our Head, are counted to be righteous as He 
is righteous, are made the righteousness of God in Him "' 
(p. 112, sec. 176). "Let this be distinctly noted, that 
throughout this Epistle the righteousness of God, or God's 
righteousness, means God's gift of righteousness,— not God's 
own personal inherent righteousness or justice, not Gc^^'^^ 
way of j ustifying sinners, of making lYietci T\^\.e«vi&,^^ ^gcsvcv^i, 
them ri^hreoosoess (which is by giving \V to x\v^m\Ci\X\^'^«^^ 
bat the very righteousaess itselt v\i\cY\ Qio^ ^vc^i^ v^ xsw^^v 
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to that by His free grace tbey stand before Him accepted 
in the beloved '* (p, 12). 

**It is the rigbieousness which He gives ns, though in 
ourselves unrighteous, beciiuse He looks upon us in Hit 
Son. In virtue of thi8 we stand before Him accepted ia 
the beloved " (p. 13,14). 

*< The spiritual life which all men now partake of^ each 
in his own measure, is another sign of that righteousness 
winch God has given them. He Himself, the Father d 
Spirits, is everywhere enlightening and quickening the 
spirits of men (p. 107). 

** Every man is redeemed and has a living spirit given 
kirn by virtue of his uni<in with his Lord" (p. 156). 

The necessary consequence of such views is, that faiths 
in any intelligible and accepted sense, cannot be necessary 
to justification. And tiiis is the Bishop's view. It is declared 
by him lo be necessary to salvation, but not to justifica- 
tion. *' Being ju&tified, we are to Mo<k out our salvation, 
and therefore for tliis we must have faith; but the word 
'salvsitioii ' means something very different from the 
miserable notion commonly attached to the word, of mere 

deliverance from the pit of woe," **to work 

out our salvation means to live faithfully as becomes the 

ehiMrc n of God." ** It is to be labouring 

daily with the grace already given to cast ofiT the works 
of darkness, and put on more and more of the armour of 
light, and so not incur the displeasure of our Lord.** 
(Letter, Clause 3.) Faith is necessHry to t^iis,— t.e., as it 
would seem, to our sanctification, rather than our 
salvation; a point wliich however, would, not have been 
noticed had it not been for its beaiing on his view with 
respict to justification, and for his express assertion thai 
for our justification faith is not necessary. ** I do not hold 
that our justification depends upon our faith*' (Letter.) 
I must add that the faith which is admitted to be 
necessary to salvation is apparently not faith in the man; 
it is the faith, the body of truth which is external to him; 
object ivf», not subjective faith. " Note well that the idea 
which theAposile connects inseparably wiih the use of 
the word 'faith,' and has principally before his own mind 
at nil (imps, is not s) much ihit cf the believer's subjeciiro 
Mcthity in laying hold consciously of the promises, as thai 
e/ t/je objective exisltwce o\ \\\v\%^ ^\^vj\laes. It it 
necessary to n»^te t\da, becwwae XV^a K^^%^X^*N^^st\'^\B;\^|ge^ 
hu qodereiood lo mean l\^»t. uovvesive Vi%u^'i\^^^-^\\\ve| 
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Bnt (loe« the Church allow lanjarvagie liko this, «4ile^ 
as has been truly said, confounds the me rits of Chria% 
whicli are the cause of our jiisiiflcatiun, with faith, wbidi 
is the instrument of our justification, the virtae and graet 
by Mhich it is made ours? Does it allow its teachers i% 
pmcl«im that all men are justified, let their oreed be what 
it may, or let there be no creed at all ; that faith ia not 
•ieded in order to justification? 

The Bishop claims justificat on for men who do nol 
believe in Christ, who have never beard of Hiai 
A heatht^n remaining a heathen, a MahommediB 
continuinfT a Mahoinmedan, is, in his view, justifie^l. It i« 
not for infants only, who being incapable of fdith ar« 
brought into the ft)ld uf Christ by baptism, that he elaim# 
this gift. Apparently, he makes no distinction between a 
baptized and unb:iptized child. His view appears to b« 
that all men born into the world hive, ** by their namral 
birth,'* fellowship with Chri8t,and by virtue of that fellow* 
•hip are justified, accounted righteous before Ood« Neither 
fitith in adults, nor baptism in the case of iufinuts, maktt 
any difference as to their justification. 

After the most anxious consideration, and making every 
AHowanee for those passages which have been referred t<i^ 
wherein there is a distinction drawn between Christiana 
and those who are not Chris* ians (p 300)— Christiana 
being adopted, declared, avouched to be the children oC 
<](>d in a higher aense, the rest of mankind in alowar 
aense,^! f^-el constrained to decl>ire that the Bishop'a 
teadiing appears to me to contradict the teaching of tht 
Oiurch aa set forth in Ariicle xi, and in several of tfat 
documents to which the accusers have referred, both ia 
thi'ir articles and in their addresses. Article xi, whidt 
though drawn up with another otject in view, must I>ehel4 
to teach that jttstifioition does not belong, where there is a 
cafiauity for believing, to any but those who have faith in 
Christ. ** We are Rocotinced righteous before God only for 
the merit of our.Lird Jesus Christ, by faith" — that wo 
are justified by faith only, is a most wholesome doctriniL 
F'titii in Christ, not merely f^iih '* in the right and trot 
and go.>d/' as the Bishop in one place saggtsts (p. 76), io 
e8S( ntial.io this view,to jusiificatiouinoi>ecap-ibleof faitb 

The Q'ctrine of Article x¥iii is in accordance with 
that of the eleventh. Ic> anathemitizes those who «vc^\.Vv»x%k 
man may ♦♦ he saved by lUc law or avicx. 'wVvivv'W \.^NA'4%'«>i»^ 
prfvlel he he diligent to frame \\\a \\i» nci^i w>:\xv>?. \»^^ 
Um aud the light of nftlurev or, aa \V\<d \AXi\ti \i»AV^ ^ 
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Uge aut secta quam prqfitetur modojuxta illam et Ivmen natura 
accurate vixerit** 

The same view is enunciated in the Reformatio Legum (De 
Hceresibus) which, though not to be quoted in a judgment 
«s a work of decisive authority, yet cannot but serve to 
throw light upon the true meaning of the Article, — '^ Hor' 
rvt^lis est et inania illorum audacia, qui contendunt in omni 
retiffione vel secta quam homines profesn fuerint, salutem esse 
tferandam, si tantum ad innocentiam et integritatem vit€B pro 
ffcribus enitaniur juxta lumen quod illis pralucet a natur 
infiiaum** 

Again, the third collect for Good Friday, which cannot 
be altogether OTerlooked, surely does not contemplate Jews, 
Turks, Infidels, and Heretics as in a state of justification. 
Id it the Church pleads with her Lord to fetch them home 
to His flock, that they may be saved. If the Bishop's 
teaching (page 110) be true, we who are within the ibid 
ftre not ** any better or safer than they." 

I must add that in the several services for the Baptism of 
Infhnts and Adults, and indeed everywhere throughout the 
Book of Common Prayer, there is a constant reference to 
Christ; to the necessity of faith in Him, in order to accept- 
mce before God, which in my judgment shuts out the 
Bfshop^s view that justification, or the gift of righteousness, 
is through Christ, imparted to all men, everywhere, at their 
Tery birth, while ignorant of Christ, and, as a consequence, 
■ot believing in Him, and without being baptized into Him. 

The language of Cranmer's Homily, already referred to, 
makes this even still more clear. Nothing can be more 
|>lain than words like these : ** Three things must go to- 
gether in our justification. Upon God's part, His great 

mercy and grace ; upon Christ's part, justice, &c. ; 

and upon our part, true and lively faith in the merits of 
Jesus Christ." 

And again : *' St. Paul declareth here nothing upon th 
behalf of man concerning his justification, but only a true 
and lively faith, which nevertheless is the gift of God, and 
Bofe man's only work without God. And yet that faith does 
Bot shut out repentance, hope, love, dread, and the fear of 
God, to be joined with faith in every man that is justified ; 
but it shutteth them out from the office of justifying." 

And again : " Ye beard, also, how that three things are 

required to the obtaimng ol our righteousness ; that is, 

Ood*a mercy Christ's iustice, mv^ «^ Xtm^ ^yAXy^^-^ ^i»iIl %" 

^.»nd after this wise, lobe ixiaXSftft^ ouVj Vj \:»A\rQfc«sA 

lively faith in Christ, speak ^YL\\\e q\^ wAwiW^SLX^ikSSossr^:* 
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"Also, you heard the ancient authors' minds of this sayin^^, 
< Faith in Christ only justifieth man,' so plaualy deda'red 
that you see that the very true meaning of this proposition 
or saying, we be justified by faith in Christ only (according 
to the meaning of the old ancient authors) is this, we put 
our faith in Christ, that we be justified by Him only," See, 
And once more, " Here you have heard the office of God' in 
our justification, and how we receive it of Him freely, by 
His mercy, without our deserts, through true and lively 
faith." 

Had there been any obscurity in the Articles or Formu- 
laries, there could be no ground for pleading that there are 
doubtful expressions here. The Homily is expressly re- 
ferred to in the Article for a more full explanation on the 
subject of justification than is given in the Article itself^ 
All men according to it, are not justified. Faith is essential 
to justification. 

I must rule that the P.ishop has departed from the teach- 
ing of the Church in wlmr lie has written on the subject of 
justification. On one point only do I consider that the 
Article needs modification. It charges the Bisho]^ with 
teaching, apparently generally, that "justification is a coo- 
sciousness of being justified." It appears to me thitt lie 
only says, as indeed he has pleaded in his defence, that ou 
certain occasions, " both here and elsewhere," the Apo8t]<^ 
when houses the word "justified," means "justified in their 
own conscience." 

- This part of the charge is true if limited as above,— soft 
true if intended to be general; and the Bishop is entitled to 
the benefit of the doubt. 

III. 

The third charge preferred is that the writer maintains' 
that all men have the new birth unto righteousness, ia 
their very birth-hour, — that is to say, are regenerated when 
born into the world as members of the great human family i 
and also, that all men are at all times partaking of tlie 
Body and Blood of Christ; and it is furtiier charged that 
by such teaching the writer denies that the Holy Sacra- 
mehts are gencrnlly ncceusary to salvation, and that they 
convey any special grace; and further denies that faith i«k 
the means whereby the Body awi\ lfi\wi\\ oi ^^vwsx S% 
received and eaten, and that ia\\.\\ \a ii<iGVi%%ai^ m ot'iL^^Jc*^ 
the grace bestowed by God \u %a<iT>\m^x\VA \a»g ^^ ^^ 
wholesome effect and operation-. wi^L v\\^^.> \Xv«x^^^ 
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Articles and Formularies of the Charch, which are namedj. 

I racrst first consider whether the charg^e is substantinU/- 
correct as to the nature of the Bishop's views; and nezi^ 
Whether, if correctly represented, these are opposed to 
what the Church te^iches concerning the sacraments. 

On the subj^'ct of Baptism, the Bishop says (p. 1 14): ** We 
have already died unto sin, and ri^en again unto rightetma^ 
■ess in our very birth-liour throuuh the gracious gift of Gad^ 
by that mysterious union with Christ our Head which we aU 
enjoy through the grace of our Heavenly Father, as members 
of the great hitman family, and by virtue of which w« 
are pnr'akcrs of the death wliich He died, and of the li^ 
which He now lives. That is the 'death unto sin/ our 
share in our Lord*s own 'death unto sin,' and that is t)i« 
'new birth unto righteousneffs,* onr share in oar Lord's 
own life unto God, which are said to be given to us as thi^ 
inward spiritual grace, set forth to us by the outward 
visible sign in our baptism.*' 

This appears to convey the easence, so to speak, of the 
Bishop's teaching on ti>is subject. His language, if I 
nnderstand it aright, implies-^ 

I. That all men die unto sin, and rise again in their rerf 
birth-hour. 

IL That they do this throush a mysterious nuSoa witk 
Christ, as members of the great human family* 

III. That through this union they are made partakers of 
the death which He died and the life which He now lives. 

IV. That in this consists our death unto aia and out 
new birtii unto righteousness. 

V. That this inward spiritual grace given to us in our 
very birth-hour is set forth to us by an outward visible 
sign in our baptism. 

The Bishop's teaching on the other sacrament mast be 
giveain his own words (page 115): " But the point now to 
be noticed is that the * inward spiritual grace' is not the 
effbot wrought upon ourselves by coming to the Holy Sacr»» 
aaeftt, — depending, therefore, on the spirit in which we come 
to it, but the Body and Blood of Christ, which are gracioasdy 
given to us of God, which we may or may not faithfully 
partake of, which are given to us, however, and to 
Mil the human race, not only in the sacrament, bat 
Mt all times^ and of \^Yi\c\\, v\a iae\., %^ Ta^vi «t^ ^^evy where 
DJirtakfng^ through OoA'a TO«rcy,«».\A %^ t^Vvcv^jJ^>(5c^ 
fife tbey have as redeemed cteaxxxv^a, x^^^Sf^ CSLT^ 
^pon it by living f ailh oc uotr— \?\s»vaKt Vossj ^kmsw ^m 
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precious gift of God's grace or not— whether they heed il 
or disregard it." 

I have found it difficult to analyze this pnssAge so as to 
arrive at the precise meaning? of the writer, and not in any 
way to misrepresent him. His words, however, appear to 
me to imply: 

First — That the Body and Blood of Christ are graciously 
giTen to us of God in the sacrament; f>r if given ^^nit 
only in the sacrament" they must he understood as givea 
to us therein. 

Secondly— -That they are given to "all the human race'* 
" at all tin)e«, of which, in fact, all men are everywhere par- 
taking through God's mercy,*' . . . . •* whether they 
feed upon them by living faith or not." 

Thirdly — That the •'inward spiritual grace of the sscra- 
ment" is not the effect wrought upon us *^ by the sacrameo^ 
and does not depend upon the spirit in which we come 
to it." 

I cannot think that the complainants misrepresent the 
Bishop's views, which appear to me largely to pervade bit 
"Whole work, though his language does not always seem 
consistent with itself Does this teaching accord with, or 
does ift contradict the teaching of the Church? 

The charge is, that in using such language the Bisliop 
denies — 

I. That the holy sacraments are generally necessary to 
salvation. 

II. That they convey any special grace. 

III. Tfiat faith is the means whereby the Body and Blood 
of Christ is received and eaten: or that faith is necessary 
in order that tiie ^race bestowed by God in the sacrament* 
may have a wholesome effect and operation. And refer- 
ences are given to several of the Articles and Formularies 
of the Church to 8how what the teaching of the Church is, 
and in what points the Bishop contradicts that teaching. 

I will now proceed to examine the several points in the 
order in which I have named them. 

L There can be no di«pute that the Church teaches that 
eacraments are ** generally necessary to salvation." The 
Catechism expressly affirms it. But is the Bishop's teach- 
ing consistent with thio? I cani^ot think so, for fae 
expressly says that we have in our very birth-hour ** unioK 
with Christ our Head." That in this consists our ** death 
unto sin " and « new birth unto tiss.^UOMWft'a.^r ^^^ -w*^ 
these mere incidental expre«sVMi% »x \^\wm» vvCo. ^^'^^ 
geaeral teaching of the book, gi wYu&Viiftwa -^^l '^'^l-* ^ ^ 
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•counted righteous before Gc'. If we have all this vouch- 
6afe<l to us vithont baptism, I cannot see how baptism 
should be gei. orally necessary to salvation. 

So, too, Mit)) regard to the other sacrament. If the Body 
and Blocd of Christ arc given to all the human race at all 
•timep, (if vrliich, in fact, all men, everywhere, are partaking, 
if all nic justified in the sight of God, I cannot see 
hew the Eucharist can be regarded as generally necessary 
to snli ation. We have all tliat it can convey without it 

II. The Bishop is next accused of denying that the 
sficranients convey any special grace. It is assumed that 
the Church teaches that they do convey grace, and that 
the B] shop's language contradicts that teaching. Articles 
XXV, xxvji, and xxviii, the Nicene Creed, the several 
Baptismal Offices, the Catechism, and the Order of Confir- 
mation, arc referred to to prove that the Church teaches 
that tiie sacraments convey grace. Article xxv affirms 
that sacraments ordained of Christ be not only badges or 
tokens of Christian men's profession, but rather they be 
certain sure witnesses and effectual signs of grace, and 
God's good will towards us, by tlie which he doth work 
invisibly in u^, and doth not only quicken, but also streng- 
then and cot. firm our faith in him. Article xxvi, which is 
4iot referred to, declares that the "effect of Christ's ordi- 
nances is not taken away " by the ministrations of wicked 
men, " nor the grace of God's gifts diminished from such as 
by faith, and rightly, do receive the sacraments ministered 
unto them, which he effectual, because of Christ's institu- 
tion and promise." 

Article xx vii affirms that " baptism is an instrument where- 
by they that receive it rijihtly are grafted into the Church; 
the promises of forgivent ss of sin and of our adoption to be 
the sons of God by the Holy Ghost are visibly signed and 
sealed; faith is confirmed and graca increased by virtue of 
prayer unto God." 

Article xxviii declares that the Lord's Supper is a 
sacrament of our redemption by Christ's death; and that 
to such as rightly, worthily, and with faith receive the 
-same, the bread which we break is a partaking of the Body 
of Christ ; and likewise the cup of blessing is a partaking 
of the Blood of Christ. The Body of Christ is given, taken, 
and eaten in the Supper letter a heavenly and spiritual 
manner. The Nicene treed iiic\wi^^\^^'^% w^'i\i^^\.\&\sL for 
the remission of sin. 
la the Baptismal OfiELce it u akfteAax^^ \\v^\ A^ «iV» \sv\sk 
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the Kingdom of God, it ifi necessary to be " regenerate and 
born anew of water and the Holy Ghost." And God !• 
untreated that the person to be baptized ** may be baptized 
with water and the Holy Ghost, and received into Christ's 
Holy Church, and be made a lively member of the samej" 
may " obtain remission of sins by spiritual regeneration." 
It is affirmed that by our Lord'sibaptism in Jordan, water 
leas sanctified to the mystical washing away of sin." The 
-eflfect of baptism is spoken of as '^ crashing and sanctifi- 
cation with the Holy Gho8t,"--a8 deliverance from God's 
wrath and reception into the Ark of Christ's Church. 

ThelCatechism defines a sacrament to be " an outward visi- 
ble sign of an inward and spiritual grace given to us, ordain- 
ed byChrist i^imself, as a means whereby we, receive the same 
«nd a pledge to assure us thereof." It declares the " inward 
and spiritual grace in baptism " to be " a death unto sin 
and a new birth unto righteousness, for being by nature 
bom in sin, and the children of wrath, we are hereby made 
the children of grace." 

In the Collect in the Order of Confirmation we thus 
address God: ** Almighty and Kverlasting God, who hast 
Touchsafed to regenerate these tiiy servants by water and 
the Holy Ghost." 

The Catechism teaches with regard to the other sacra- 
ment that "the Body and Blood of Clirist are verily and 
indeed taken and received by the faithful in the Lord's 
Supper." That its efffect is **the strengthening and 
refreshing of our souls by the Body and Blood of Christ, as 
oar bodies are by the bread and wine." In the Communion 
Office, the Church prays that they who come to the Holy 
Table may " so eat the Flesli of Christ and drink His 
Blood, that their sinful bodies may be made clean by His 
Body, and their souls washed through His most precious 
Blood, and that they may evermore dweil in Him and He 
in them." 

There can be no doubt that the Church teaches, through 
these her Formularies, that sacraments are the channels 
and instruments of special grace. Does the Bishop's 
teaching exclude this idea? I think that as far as 
baptism is concerned, he does teach that it does not convey 
any special gift or grace, which the person to bo baptized 
had not already received in his unbaptizcd state. I 
have looked closely into his views on this suhiect..»^tA«ssv 
driven to this conclusion. Thus, at \vas^ n^,>fta %v^"a^R.'^ ^^ 
"the whole human race" as " mem)a«ft*' o^ Qk^^% ^"^Sie. 
Son. He Bay B (page ia7) that a\\ ix«u ^a^ x^^v^^'^^^'^ 
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•ecoTtd Adsm by a second spirit nal birth, as tbej are hj 
their natural birth to tlie first Adsm. 

At page 119, rpenkiDg of tiie biiptized and the heathen, 
he #a} s : ** Not as if we were any better or safer than they^ 
under one Father who loves ns all." And again : •* We are 
hereby mnde, i.e, adopted, avouched, declared, taken for- 
mally to be what in truth we were before, from onr veiy 
birth-hour, the children of God. Before our baptism we 
▼ere partakers of the life and death of our Lord." In these 
passHges he claims fcr the unbaptized that they are the 
members of God's dear Son, that they are as safe as the 
baptized ; that they are the children of God, partakers of 
the life and death of Christ. He appears to me to regard 
baptism as only a sign, or seal, or pledge of gifts and privi<^ 
leges which are already ours. I am aware, I need not say, 
that practically the discipline of the Church has been such 
that clergy have bf en allowed to express themselves on xht 
subjective side of the sacraments very variously, chiefly, 
perhaps, because of 4he difficulty of denning exactly that 
which is in truth a mystery; and that the right to do 60 hat- 
been considered, so far as Holy Baptism is concerned, to be 
strengthened by a celebrated decision, which though not give« 
by the Church or by judges authorized by it, has not formalllj 
been set aside by it. But no such language or teaching 
as that which I consider the Bishop of Natal has been 
shown to have committed himcelf to, has ever, so fi&r as f 
know, been 8anctii>ned or tolerated within the Church. 

On the subject of the Eucharist, I feel greater diiflcnlty 

than I do on that of Baptism, because the Bishop does seeoir 

to teach that the Body and Blood of Christ are, aa I hate 

before observed, given to us in the sacrament; and this he 

admits not only in the passage already referred to^ bat 

also in one of the sermons ap{)ended to his Commentary,. 

wherein he says, " were the Boily and Blood of Jesus Christ 

our Lord only to he eaten in the Holy Communion?** He 

does not in words deny that these are given and eaten in 

the Eucharist. But he renders such admissions of ne 

effect, and destroys, as it seems to me, their whole value 

and cliaracter, by affirming that there is no special g^ ia 

that holy sacrament — that we are not made any more 

partakeis of Christ through its means than all men are 

everywhere without it. It appears to me that his language 

on thi§ point exceeds Y;\\fi\. V\e yiQnQL\v\ be warranted in usiug 

by the expressionaof outTuW\e\tC^\\i^^'®LV^^\^^KJ»wsk^^ 

for the Sic k ; for, as Wbe^iAe:? %^^*,*' VV^ t>:&w\^'skw.^^^»^ 

tor tLe comfort .and to remote \>Qft feax% tH vMaa.%a^^aiak 



868 

to receive the Holy Communion, but may by some casnalty 
be hindered from doing it." What the Church there 
teaches is, that inasmuch as a lively faith is the means- 
whereby we partake of the benefit of the sacrament, a 
sick man, if there be no opportunitj of rf>ceiving the sacra- 
ment, ** if he do truly repent him of his sins, and stead- 

' fastly believe that Jesus Christ hath su£fered death on the 
Cross for him, and shed His blood for his redemption^, 
earnestly remembering the benefits he hath tlu reby, and 
giving Him hearty thanks therefore, doth eat and drink 
the Body and Blood of Christ profitably to his soul's health 
although he do not receive the s^icrament with his mouth.'^ 
Tiiis is not the Bishop*s doctrine. Be teaches that 'the 

Body and Blood of Christ are given" **to 

all the human race,** ** at all times," *'of which, in fact, aQ 
men are everywhere partaking." The rubric limits it* 
exceptional cases to penitents and believers shut out from 
outward communion by no fault of theirs. The Bisltop- 
extends the privilege to all men everywhere, whether peni- 
tent and believers or not,>--ni4y, even to the nnbaptized, to • 
the heathen, the Mohammedan, and the unbeliever. 

The principle of the Church's teaching has been recog- 
tiizid by the Church in all ages. Martyrs who died 
for the faith of Christ before their baptism were 
regarded as having been baptized in blood. In later 
da)S the Catechism of the Council of Trent says, *' AUi 
> vero spiritu tantummodo Eucharistiam sumere dicuntur, ii 
9vmt qui dfsiderio et voto, propo&itntn iUum calestem pancm 
eomeduntyfide viva incensi quce per dileclionem operatur, iSe 
quo, si non omneSj maximos carte utiHtatis fructua conse- 
quuntur '* (Cat. Con. Trident, pars lecun. 4 1 , page 335. Eng. 
Trans, page 241, quest. 53). 

^ It is one thing to say that certain persons under peculiar 
circurr.stances may partake of Christ without actuailr 
communicating. It is quite another thing to say that aU 
men are doing so at all times everywhere. Language like 
this is not consistent with there being any special grace 
connected with the sacrament. I must, therefore, in spite 
of the Bishop's admissions, consider this charge also as- 
proved. 

The Bishop is next charged with denying that faith is 
the means whereby the Body and Blood of Christ is 
received and eaten, and that faith \a i^^cfc%%*x'5 X.^ «t\«t- 
thBt the grace bestowed by God m %ai<iiwiiv*tLXA xaa.'S '^^'^^ ^ 
whoJetome etfect and oper avion. ^v^^ 

There are two distinct point* \n tVvia ^«i^^ ^^^^ 

tbe BUbop denim that faith is the mcMka '«\w«<^ ^*^^ ''^^ 
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and Blood of Christ is received and eaten, whether in or 
apart from the sacrament; the other, that he denies that it 
is needed in order to the receiving of the grace bestowred in 
the sacrament. I think the charge is just. The Bishop says 
in so many words, " The Body and Blood of Christ "... 
"are graciously given to all the human race/' .... 
"of which, in fact, all men are everywhere partaking,*' 
....** whether they feed upon it by living faith or 
not." These words must be considered to imply that the 
Body and Blood of Christ may be and are received withoaC 
.faith, which certainly is not the Church's ^iew, for in the 
rubric already quoted she insists upon faith as essential, in, 
those peculiar cases where the sacrament cannot be had; 
clearly, her view is that apart from the sacrament, ihe 
Body and Blood of Christ cannot be eaten, except through 
faith. 

This part, therefore, of the charge must be regarded aa 
proved. 

But does the Bishop deny that faith is needed in order 
to the eating of Christ's Body and Blood in the sacrament, 
or to the reception of the grace bestowed by God in the 
sacrament, and if so, is that denial opposed to the teaching 
of the Churoh ? In the passage referred to, he says, ** The 
inward spiritual grace is not the effect wrought upon 
ourselves by coming to the Holy Sacrament, depending 
therefore o» the spirit in which we come to it." That 
"the Body and Blood of Christ" given to us, "not only 
in the sacrament" (therefore in the sacrament) is 
given "whether men feed upon it by living faith or 
not. whether they know the precious gift of 
Ood's grace or not, whether they heed or disregard 
•it." I think that the Bishop does deny that 
faith is needed in order to tlie eating of Christ's Body 
and Blood in the sacrament, and also to the reception of 
grace bestowed by the sacrament, and that this teaching is 
opposed to that Article (xxviii) which declares that " the 
Supper of the Lord is a sacrament of our redemption by 
Christ's death, insomuch that to nuch as rightly, worthily, 
and with faith receive the same, the bread which we break 
is a partaking of the Body of Christ, and likewise the cup 
of blessing is a partaking of the Blood of Christ." In this 
Article the Cliurch dislmclly teaches that faith is requisite 
to the partaking of lYie TioOiv wv^^\^^^ ^^ Christ. The 
Bishop teaches that a\\ xneu vi^«^^\v^x^ y<«v^^ ^\^ 
Body and Blood of Cbxi^V, .^^^^>^?:^^'^^^>^\^^^^ 
living faith or not. In \i\a ^\eyr n^^v^^^ ^«fi^^^^ ^^^ ^"w^^ 
n^ necessary. 
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I must decide that the Bishop's language with xegard to 
both sacraments is inconsistent with the teaching of the 
Church. 

IV. 

Schedule lY contains Toluminons extracts from the 
Bishop's writings on the suhject of eternal punishment; and 
the Bishop is charged with impugning and contradicting 
the faith, as taught in certain of the Articles and Formu- 
laries of the Church, when he declares that he cannot any 
longer maintain or gire utterance to the doctrine of the 
endlessness of future punishments. 

The extracts show that at the period of the Bishop's 
consecration, at which time he puhlished a volume c7f Ser- 
mons, and afterwards wrote a pamphlet, to clear himself 
fh>m false accusations, he did hold the doctrine of the 
« endlessness " of future punishments. " I did believe," he 
says, " in that dogma at the time I wrote and printed 
those sermons, so far as that can be colled belief which, in 

fact, was no more than acquiescence without 

having ever deeply studied the question." But he has 
since abandoned this view. *< I now declare that I can no 
longer maintain or give utterance to the doctrine of the 
endlessness of future punishments." I cannot shut my 
eyes to the truth which these words appear so clearly to 
imply, that there is hope in the counsels of infinite wisdom 
and love for all, for all the * creature,' for the whole 
human race " (page 175). " Is there not ground, from this 
text as well as others, for trusting that ij^ some way un- 
known to us the whole race shall indeed be made to share 
this hope at last." *' That utter, unspeakable misery should 
be the portion for endles&ages, for ever and ever, alike of alt 
who are not admitted at first into the realms of infinite joy, 
that there shall be no hope in the horrible ohter darkness," &c. 

<*Our hearts, taught as they are by God's- 

Spirit, instinctively revolt at such a dogma, as a blasphemy 
upon the name and character of the High and Holy One, 
and refuse to believe it, though a thousand texts of Scrip- 
ture should be produced which may seem at first sight ta 
assert it. For we must never forget that this witness la 
our hearts is the voice of God." 

The Bishop's view appears clearly to be that the punish- 
ment of hell, be it of what kind it may, is not ecL<S3^<Mi. ^^^s^ 
believes in a remedial, purgatorial pTOGi&«% ^^«t ^^-^^Qcl^^^ 
aU, and that sooner or later all wil\\« «ATX»»fc^ Vi X>afc\«»^. 
gence of Ood, and the joys of that prefteoiee. \Ti>SRftXDa»»s» 
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and Blood of Christ is received and eaten, whether in or 
apart from the sacrament; the other, that he denies that it 
is needed in order to the receiving of the grace bestowred in 
the sacrament. I think the charge is just. The Bishop says 
in so many words, " The Body and Blood of Christ "... 
"are graciously given to all the human race," .... 
"of "Which, in fact, all men are everywhere partaking/' 
. . . . " whether they feed upon it by living faith or 
not." These words must be considered to imply that the 
Body and Blood of Christ may be and are received without 
.faith, which certainly is not the Church's ^iew, for in the 
rubric already quoted she insists upon faith as essential, in, 
those peculiar cases where the sacrament cannot be had; 
clearly, her view is that apart from the sacrament, the 
Body and Blood of Christ cannot be eaten, except through 
faith. 

This part, therefore, of the charge must be regarded aa 
proved. 

But does the Bishop deny that faith is needed in order 
to the eating of Christ's Body and Blood in the sacrament, 
or to the reception of the grace bestowed by Grod in the 
sacrament, and if so, is that denial opposed to the teaching 
of the Churoh? In the passage referred to, he says, ** The 
inward spiritual grace is not the effect wrought upon 
ourselves by coming to the Holy Sacrament, depending 
therefore o» the spirit in which we come to it." That 
"the Body and Blood of Christ" given to us, "not only 
in the sacrament" (therefore in the sacrament) is 
given "whether men feed upon it by living faitn or 
not, whether they know the precious gifl; of 
Ood's grace or not, whether tliey heed or disregard 
•it." I think that the Bishop does deny that 
faith is needed in order to the eating of Christ's Body 
and Blood in the sacrament, and also to the reception m 
grace bestowed by the sacrament, and that this teaching is 
opposed to that Article (xxviii) which declares that " the 
Supper of the Lord is a sacrament of our redemption by 
Christ's death, insomuch that to nuch as rightly, worthily, 
and with faith receive the same, the bread which we break 
is a partaking of the Body of Christ, and likewise the cup 
of blessing is a partaking of the Blood of Christ." In this 
Article the Cliurch d\slm<iUv teaches that faith is requisite 
to the partaking of lYie TioOi^ wv^^\^^\ ^-ICfexvat. The 
Bishop teaches that a\\ meu vi^«^^^^x^ ?r^ tt.5^^ 
Body and Blood of Cbxi^t, .^^^^>^?1,^^LS?^^^ 
living faith or not. lahU Vievr i,^iv\i^x^«S^^^^^>^^^'«^^ 

Blent are neoesBary. 
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I must decide that the Bishop's language with regard to 
both sacraments is inconsistent with the teaching of the 
Church. 

IV. 

Schedule lY contains voluminous extracts from the 
Bishop's writings on the subject of eternal punishment; and 
the Bishop is charged with impugning and contradicting 
the faith, as taught in certain of the Articles and Formu- 
laries of the Church, when he declares that he cannot any 
longer maintain or giro utterance to the doctrine of the 
endlessness of future punishments. 

The extracts show that at the period of the Bishop's 
consecration, at which time he published a volume v?f Ser- 
mons, and afterwards wrote a pamphlet, to clear himself 
lh>m false accusations, he did hold the doctrine of the 
•* endlessness " of future punishments. ** I did believe," he 
says, <*in that dogma at the time I wrote and printed 
those sermons, so far as that can be called belief which, in 

fact, was no more than acquiescence without 

having ever deeply studied the question." But he has 
since abandoned this view. ** I now declare that I can no 
longer maintain or give utterance to the doctrine of the 
endlessness of future punishments." I cannot shut my 
eyes to the truth which these words appear so clearly ta 
imply, that there is hope in the counsels of infinite wisdom 
and love for all, for all the 'creature,' for the whole 
human race *' (page 1 75). " Is there not ground, from this 
text as well as others, for trusting that ij^ some way un- 
known to us the whole race shall indeed be made to share 
this hope at last." ** That utter, unspeakable misery should 
be the portion for endles&ages, for ever and ever, alike of all 
who are not admitted at first into the realms of infinite joy, 
that there shall be no hope in the horrible ohter darkness," &c. 

**Our hearts, taught as they a,re by God's- 

Spirit, instinctively revolt at such a dogma, as a blasphemy 
upon the name and character of the High and Holy One, 
and refuse to believe it, though a thousand texts of Scrip- 
ture should be produced which may seem at first sight ta 
assert it. For we must never forget that this witness in 
our hearts is the voice of God." 

The Bishop's view appears clearly to be that the punish- 
ment of hell, be it of what kind it may, 1% wot ^tyQ^%^ ISl^ 
believes in a remedial, purgatorial pTOce%% %SXKt ^^>3a.Vst 
all, and that sooner or later all wiUXie «ytoa!t.\«^Vi^^^'«^'^* 
aence of Ood, and the joy» of that pretence. ijiYSKft\nw«8» 
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-he doubts whether the joys of Hearen are secured everisst- 
ingly toftll H ho enter into them. There is, according to 
Itim, probably, probation for the saTeJ as well as the lost, 
in a future state (page 186). " May there be decrease also 
of joy in neaven ? We CHnnot tell. Perchance there may 
be Gifted with higher, more glorious faculties than th se 
-which we now hav^, and doubtless having higher work 
to do in Go<rs Kingdom, why should we not ham 
trial in that work, as here, — not indeed of our faith, 
where we shall walk by sight, — but yet of oiir faithful* 
ness will the blessedness of our future state he maintaioed 
by our being absolutely secured from all possibiiityof 
fallinif." 

His speculations on this subject he puts forward modestly, 
**We cannot answer this question. We cannot gn further 
into it.** And his stronger language about the eiidlvssnen 
of punishment is occasionally qualified (page 19G). ** A» 
mauy leave tliis world, whether in heathen or in Christiftii 
lands, it may seem to us almost past belief that the vessel 
so defiled should ever be cleansed again,, and made fie ftx 
the Master's use. And it may be so; we cannot assert t^ 
the contrary, whatever hid.len hope we may ent>rrtaia.* 
** I entertain the hidden hope that there are remedial pro- 
cesses when this life is ended." *'I dare not dogmatize at 
all upon the matter. I can only Liy my band upon my 
mouth and leave it in the hands of the righteous and 
merciful Judge." 

Toe BisUfvp, however, does put forward his opinions oa 
this subject very distinctly , and argues at great length ia 
support of them. 

What he means by the remedial process, he describes at 
tb(? close of his) book (page 280). <' He will then be all alone 
with God, and with the awful judgment which a father't 
aoger and a Father's love has appointed for him. There 
will he perish everlastingly, and will lie perishitig until that 
father sees the work is done." .... '* And there too m ill he 
lie till God sees that the work Is done, the wood and bay* 
and etubble consumed, the filth purged away, and the pure 
got i lift, or silver, or precious stone, which, even iu the 
hearc of that sinful child, the Father's eye c-<n SiC." 

The question which the Bishop has raised does not relate 

to ike nature of tlie pUDishment of hell, or to the charac* 

-ter, or number oi U\o%e v\vvvx %V\«.U be condemned to ite 

jjnni'sliment. It tefei:% t^cVxxsvNA^ V^\X\^ ^>ia^\;\ws.of thai 

puidhhmexit in l\^e cabcb o« iVv«^%^ ^^^' v5\\wsi>iMi^5(Wxw4\^ 



The Bishop entertains the hope that all piM ultimately 
-v^ Qod's face in glory. At all events he'^ean no longer 
* maintain or give utterance to the doctrine^of the endltrsa- 
ne89 of future punishments.'* Upon this awful subject I 
"would gladly have refrained from framing a decision, both 
Oil account of its awfulness, and because of the Tarieljr 
opinions wliich in all ages of the Church 'have pr^ 
Tailed vith reference to the future state, and tiio 
mysteries which hang around it, and around the pnrifl. 
cation neded to fit souls to dwell there where nothing 
that deflleth, or is unclean, can enter; but being 
appealed to, I am compelled to consider and decide 
wiieiher the Church does or does not allow her minis- 
ters to make such a declaration upon a point which if 
not merely speculative—wliich haus^been revealed— and 
which has a direct moral bearing; upon man-in his presenl 
«tate of probation. I consider that the Church does not 
allow her teachers to put forth on this subject the opinions 
wliich the Bishop has published. Nothing can be plainer 
than her words. That confession which expresses the 
greatest mystery of the faith, in language more clear and 
'exact than any other formula—the Creed of St. Athana- 
tius— is express upon this point. It affirms that " they 
that have done gotiid shall go into life everlasting, and thejr 
that have done evil into everlasting fire." Speaking of ifae 
nnb-liever, it says that ** without doubt he shall |>erisli 
everlastingly." With this, the language of the Church iu 
the Cnttrohism, the Order fur the Burial of the Dead, the 
Comiiiiuation Service, as quoted iu the pleadings, *entircly 
agrees. 

The Homilies, whatever be their exact value, must be 
reg irded as authorized interpreters of the Church's mean- 
ing in her Articles and Formularies upon matters of faith. 

On tliis Article of the Faith they are clear and full, and 
put an interpretation upon the Church's teaching on the 
subject uf eternal, — everlasting death— endless punishment, 
which ezclules the Bishop's teaching, and is in exact 
agreement with the language of the Athanasian Creed. 
Thus, in the ^ Exhortation against the Fear of Death" we 
find these words: **This state and condition is O/illed the 

second death, and this is that death 

that ought to be dreaded and feared; for it is an everlastiug 
t»ss, without remedy,«-ot the grace and fAvou.c ol Qi'cA^ 
•nd of everlanilog joy, pleasure, awd ^«V\c\v>j% Kxv\\\.Vs vss!^ 
cnljr the lo»m for ever of all thete etevtk«\ v«^ xa^x'^^^^^^^ 
ji is the oondeoiaatiun bttUa «t Ywdy «»»4 esy^ V^>n»»»*^ 
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either appellation or hope of redemption) unto everlastioff 
pains in hell." And again: ''The miserable state o]^ 
eternal damnation both of body and soul;" and again r 
''The liorrible fear of extreme misery and perpetual 
damnation in time to come." 

And in accordance with thiSfihe Reformatio Legume which» 
though clearly not a co-ordinate authority, is yet one oi the 
best interpreters of the language and mind of the Church 
at the period when her Formularies were under discussion, 
says : " Nee minor est iUorum amentia, qui periculosam Origenis 
hisresim in hac atate nostrd rursus excitant, nimirum omnes 
homines (quantumcunque sceleribus se contaminaverint) 
salutem ad extremum consequturos, cum definito tempore a 
justitid Divina pcenas de admissis Jlagitiis lucrint ; sed sacra- 
scriptura damnatos sape pronuntiat in perpetuos cruciatus et 
eeternasjlammas prejcipitari.** 

Noweirs Catechism, though haTing the sanction of the 
Province of Canterbury in 1571, when its use was ordered 
by the Canons enacted in the Convocation,cannot be regarded 
as an authoritative formulary, but may well be considered as 
of great value as testifying to the received faith of the Church 
at the period of the Keformation. It speaks of the 
** tenebras perpetuas " of hell ; — " ubi scelerum suorum con-' 
scientia, et sempitemo igne, atque omni summoque suppUcio 
exarvciaii, atemas pcenas dabunt atque dependent " (p. 97, 
Oxford edit., 1835). 

But here I must not overlook the fact, upon which stress 
has been laid by some who advocate the Bishop's teaching, 
that in the Articles of 1552 there was one, the 42nd, whic^ 
expressly condemned those who held the opinion that all 
men shall be saved at last; but that that Article was 
omitted in the revision of the Articles in 1562. 

It has been urged that this was in consequence of a 
t'^'ange of opinion in the eminent men who|revised the Arti- 
cled, and especially in Archbishop Parker; but this could 
not be the case, because he not only revised the Articles, 
but he revised also about the same time the Reformatia 
Legvm, which declares the Bishop's teachin g to be heresy^ 
and put forth an edition of it in 1571, nine years after he 
is supposed to have changed his views on this matter* 
Nor could it be true of Dean Nowell, who was his fellow- 
labourer in the work of revision ; or of the Lower House 
itself, whose prolocutor, at. t\vft V\m^ ^i the revision, . he: 
was; for his Catechism, coul«i\\i\xv\&t\^^^^<»^'&^\'^'^^ ta. 
which I have referred, was, aUet beLX^j witei^xx^ \si 'i^ 
Bishops apd Clergy, " and m cwV^Xtk \^wsfc^ >ai VJWixt ^\Av 
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ment altered," by that House "unanimously approvetl 
and allowed as their own book and owned doctrine.? 
— (Strype'8 Annals, Life of Parker, 1, p. 403; 1, p. 526.> 

The real reason for this omission is doubtless that which 
ig assigned by Hnrdwicke (page 133). The doctrines of th^ 
Anabaptists, against which that and some other Articles 
were levelled, were no longer so menacing as they had been 
a few years before. There were, therefore, not the same 
urgent reasons for proscribing them. 

In tliis opinion Harvey (on the Creed, page 693) concurs. 
He shows that the errors against which the Article was 
levelled had died out, and says, " For this reason we are 
justified in supposing that the last Article of the preceding 
code was now cancelled, because it was no longer needed^ 
Its suppression arose from a wise detcrmmation not to 
overload the formal statements of the Church with the 
negation of errors that had no general currency in England.*' 

The Church, if this reasoning were to be admitted, might 
as well be declared to have no belief as to the reiurrectioa 
of the dead, for the Article on that subject (tho thirty- 
ninth) was dropped with the forty-second, at the revision 
in 1562, 

The teaching of the Church of England clearly is, that 
the punishment of the wicked will last for ever. And this 
has been the creed of the Catholic Church in all ages, not- 
withstanding the opinions which have from time to time 
been put forth within the Church. It is the creed of the 
Church of Rome to this day; nor does its doctrine of Pur- 
gatory, to which the Bishop refers, and which he pleads as 
justifying his refusal to believe in the endlessness of punish-i 
ment, notwithstanding the language of the Creed, really 
bear him out. His argument is: The Church of Home 
" receives the Creed even as we do, and yet it believes in 
some remedial process after death." ** Why may not I in- 
terpret the damnatory clauses as the Church of Home does,. 
and reject the doctrine of the endlessness of future punish • 
ment?'* (Last words of last note in Commentary on Epistle 
to Romans.) 

The reason why he cannot do so after the example of the 
Church of Rome is obvious. That Church holds the doo^ 
trine of everlasting punishment, along with its (ioctrine of 
purgatory. Purgatory is for the good, not for the wicked. 
The wicked are condemned to everlasting punishment. 
The Catechism of the Council of TtenX. <5i\w(^.N\.^^^a* 
jii, page 61; Buckley, London, \a^^> ^^ws.x\V«^ V^^ v^ 
''thA$ most ioathsome and dark pTWixiVB^^>ws^^^^'^^^^ 
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of the damned, together with the undeftn spirits, are tor- 
tared in eternal and inextin^tsliable fire. This 
place IS also called * Gehenna/ the bottomless pit, and 
in its literal signification. Hell." And its doctrine 
about the purifjring process is this: '* There is also the fire 
of purgatory, in which the souls of the ju^t are purified by 
punishment for a stated time, to the end that they may be 
admitted into their eternal country, into which nothing 
defiled entereth." In the Latin, the language of the Cate- 
chism is: ^^Estenim teterrlmua et obscurissimus career^ uhi 
perpetuo et inexHtinguibili igne damnatorum anima simul cum 
tmmundis spiniibus torquenturf qui etiam gehenna, abygsus^ 
et propria significatione infernus vacatur, Prceterea est pur' 
yatorius ignis quo piorum animoe ad definitum tempus cruciata 
expiantur, ut eis in cBternam patriam ingressus patere possit, 
\n guam nihil coinquinatum ingreditur^ (EJit. Colooiie, 
1622, page 87.) 

The Bishop can derire no sanction for his Tiews from th^ 
teaching of the Church of Bome with regard to everlasting 
punishment, whatever may be the case with regar.l to his 
views on the subject of purgatory. The Church of Rome 
holds that the wicked perish everlastingly; the just only 
are purified in purgatory and saved. The Bishop holds . 
that the wicked are not condemned everlastingly ; that they 
too are purified by a purgatorial process, and will, as he 
ventures to hope, be ultimately saved along witfi the 
righteous. 

' I must rule that the Bishop's Isnguage on this subject 
Smpuens the Catholic faith as taught in the Athanasiau 
Creed; and that he is not at liberty as a Bishop of the 
Church to repudiate the doctrine that the punisliment of 
the wicked in hell is endless. Indeed, he seems himself to 
be aware that his language is not in accordance with that 
of the Church; for he says (page 28): ** I do not assert thsl 
this is what was meant by the writer of the Creed; for it 
bears the stamp, as I have said, of a harsh and intemperate 
age, when men were too ready to consign each other to 
endless perdition." 

The above constitute the charges preferred against the 

Bishop in connection with his Commentary on the £pistle 

to th»> Romans. All that follows has reference to another 

work published by him, entitled " the Pentateuch and Book 

of Joshua criticaWy exaTv\\v\eA " Tl\e three first charges 

relate to what the BiaViov \\a% \ft\W^\\ V\W\ T^t^^x^iK^ the 

JSib/c. These charges are xex^ c\^%^M ^^w!ft^^^^\>j«v^^^ 

c^her. ITiey almost lun mVo o\i^ «Da\\v«t\ wA\siw^^\s5b& 
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passages quoted from the writings of the accnsed in proof 
of one charge bear dqunlly upon another. The extraetf 
also from the Church's Formularies apply to soma 
degree to all the charges. It will be my endeavour to ktep 
the matter of the different schedules as distinct as, under 
the circumstances, is possible. 



The first charge connected with this work is that in ii 
the writer maintains that the Holy Scriptures contain the 
Word of God, Iwit are not the Word of God, and that ttiit 
Tiew impugns the faith as held' by the Church, and ex* 
pressed in certain Articles and Formularies referred to« 
The strongest expressions used by the Bishop appear to be 
the following: ''The Bible is not itself God's Word, bo^ 
assuredly God's Word will be heard in the Bible." *< The 
Pentateuch, as a whole, was not written by Moses; and with 
respect to some, at least, of the chief portions of the stoi^ 
it cannot be regarded as historically true. It does not oo 
that account cease to contain the true Word of God, to 
enjuin * tilings necessary to salvation/ to be profitablo for 
doctrine, for reproof, for instruction in righteousness, li 
still remains an integral portion of that Book, which, what* 
eTer intermixture it may show of human clemeotii, of error^ 
infirmity, passion, and ignorance, has yet, through Qod'e 
!t*roTideiice, and the special working of His Spirit oi^ 
the minds of its wricers, been the means of revealiof 
to us His true Name, the Name of the Only Living anS 
Trtie God, and has all along been, and, as far <ie 
we know, will never cease to be, the mightiest instru- 
ment in the hand of the Dirine Teacher lor awaken- 
ing in our minds just conceptions of His character and of 
His gracious and merciful dealings with the children of 
men. Only we must cot attempt to put into the Bible 
what we think ought to be there; we must uot indulge 
that forward, delusive faculty ,'as bishop Butler styles t£a 
imagination, and lay it down for certain beforehand that 
Go<i could only reveal Himself to us by means of «q 
infallible book. We must be content to take the Bible «i 
it is, and draw from it those lessons which it really coa* 
tains." 

*' For myself, if I cannot find the means of doing awos 
with my present difficulties, I see not \vont \ e.%xiT^v»lvcv "o^ 
ep'jBcopMl o&co, in the discharge ot v»Yv\vi\\ \ Ta»»Xxv^sj36>^^ 
ii-oiD others a solemn declatalioii IW^ xV^^y ^^x^^v^afc^^ 
Mkre all ibe Cftnonical Scriptxite^ ^ W^ ^ 
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Testaments, which, |with the eTidence now before aie, it i» 
^possible for me to believe.*' 

I have examined both of the Bishop's works, as well afr 
hia letter to myself, to which he has drawn my attention,. 
ID order to get a clear view of his teaching. 

From these I give additional passages in further illustra- 
tion of his opinions. In his Commentary (page 188, chap, 
viii, 18-23), he says: " God, then, has given this light of the 
inner man to be the very guide and polestar of our lives, 
that light which would enable our minds to see and recog-. 
uizc, if we will, whatever is properly presented to them, of 
the good, and true, and pig*e, and loving." . . . . . .. 

**Bj that light the sayings and doings of good men, the act» 
of the Church, the proceedings and decisions of her Fathers 
and Councils, the writings of Apostles and Prophets, the 
words recorded to liaye been uttered by our Lord Himself 
muat all be tried." "We must try the spirits whether thty 
are of God." ** If we are required on the supposed autho- 
ri^ ol the Church, of St. Peter, or St. Paul, to belieTe that 
which contradicts the law of righteousness, and truth, and 
lore, which God with the finger of the Spirit has written 
upon our hearts, we are sure that there must be error 
somewhere." '*To the man himself there is but one law- 
giver. He that sitteth upon the throne judging righteoui^ 
has set His own law to be a law of life within the heart of 
CTery man. Whatever contradicts that law, whether it be 
the word of man, or the dictum of a Church, or the 
sufvpoaed teaching of Holy Scripture, cannot, ought not 
to be, a law for him." "No seeming authority of the 
Chtirch or Scripture ought to persuade a man to 
beliere anything which contradicts ihat moral law,^ 
that sense of righteousness, and purity, and truth, and 
k)Te, which God's own finger has written upon his heart. 
The voice of that inner witness- is closer to him than any 
ihat can reach him f n m without, and ought to reign 
supreme in his whole being. The light in which he thus' 
sees light, the voice which he hears, is the light of the 
Divine Word, is the voice of his Lord." 

♦* I certainly do say, and will maintain, that to the man 
himself there is but one lawgiver, the law within the hearty, 
to which in some foini or otlit-r he must bring every ques^ 
/ Ijon of morals or of faith for judgment. One man has 
l^r^naded himself l\\at X\\e kUet of the Bible is the 
JBeveaied Word of God. "WYv^vy \\\% i^vi&wv \% %'aJCY8&ft.^ <^^ 
ihis, his conscience teU8V\\TntV\a\.«A.«Wto«x^^V%^^^ ^wossor 
lai iMiin he musti hold to \\\e\ttv« <il \\\^:«^\^. fc^^SJewev 
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«(9n8ctence kp^ps bim in likeiujinner subject fmplicilty ^ 
the dicta of his Church, when his reason is once satisflel 
thfit his Church has a right to command him. And each 
of these will test his conduct continually by bring^ing it 
into comparison with the words of the Bible or the Chureft, 
1)efore the tribunal of his conscience. If his heart does not 
condemn him in this review, he will be satinfied^and '* have 
confl.leiice before God,' though all the while his con- 
science may really be injured bv slavery to a defective 
-judgment of his reasoning powers. Another takite a 
diff.rent view of inspiration, as I do myself, and 
bel teres that God's Spirit is indeed speaking in the 
Bible to all who will humbly seek nnd listen to His teach- 
ing, but that even when we read the different portions of It 
•we are to • try the spirits whether they are of God,' and to 

* prove all things, and hold fkst that which is good,' and to 

* compare spiritual things wiih spiritual,* — that it is a part 
-of our glorious, yet solemn responsibility to do this, — that 

having the Spirit ourselves, an unction from the Holy One 
that we may know all things having the promise that we 
shitll be guided into all truth," if we seek daily to have our 
minds enlightened, and our consciences quickened by walk- 
ing in the light already vouchsafed; to us, we are not at* 
liberty to shake off" this responsibility of judging for out^ 
selves whether this or that portion of the Bible has a 
message from God to our souls or not. God will not relieve 
Qs from this retiponsibility. He will not give us what, in 
one form or other, men are so prone to desire, an inftUible 
external guide,~a voice from without, snch as men often 
wish to substitute f«)r the voice within." " Our hearts, taught 
as they are by God's Spirit, instinctively revolt at such a 
^logmH, as a bLisphemy upon the name nnd chnracter of the 
High and Holy One, and refuse to believe it though a thousand 
texisof Set ipture should be produced which mayseem atfirtft 
sight to assfcrt it. For we must never forget that the wlt- 
netis in our hearts is the voice of God " (Comment. 187, 19<t). 
I niu«t proni'Udce this language to be not allowable. The 
Church over and over again affirms that the Bibleis the Word 
of God. The Bishop says that it is not. It may, indeed^ 
be called "the Word of God*' in the same sense that k' 
church is cnlled ** the H(mse of God,** but in no higher. 
It •• coutftins the Word of God," but a large portion of H 
Is mere fable; much of its supposed hist^xt^ \% t«x xxy^ 
Its pifiei show indications ot***«tTOT, \tv^tw\\.i^ "^^^^^ 
ignornnee. *' He puts man above l\\e ^\\>\^,>X>»^^^'*Tj^S^ 
Mb0fe the written Word. It ihe two <i»ff«K ^ %^^^^^^ 
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Irntli, or morals, or faith, tlie Bible is in errsr, not tlw 
UMin inwardly tanght of God, for the inner mnn is given 
lo be the **very guide and polcstar of our lives/* By 
that light, not the " decisions of the Church only," but 
the writiogs of Apostles and Prophets, and even the words 
recorded to have been spoken by our Lord Himself,*' must 
all be tried. The voice of that inner witness which he 
hears ** is the voice of his Lord." To h must be brought 
** every Question of morals or of faith for judgment." 
Having the Spirit ourselves, an unction from the Holy One 
that we may know all things, having the promise that we 

ahall be guided into all truch " ** we are not 

at liberty to shake off the responsibility of judging whether 
this or that portion of the Bible has a message from God to 
our souls or not.*' ... He "will not give us *' ** an in- 
fiiHiblc external guide— a voice from without, such as men 
often wiflh to substitute for the voice within.* * This language 
ifl clearly opposed to the whole spirit of the Church'a 
Coaching, as that is to be gathered from its Articles and 
foimularics, and the Bishop seems conscious that it is so 
<Part I, Preface, xii.) 

The sixth Article, the Latin title of which is, " De 
Divinis Scripturis quod sufficiaut ad salutenif" declares 
that ** Holy Scripture contains all things necessary to 
salvation, so that whatsoever is not read therein, nor may 
be proved thereby, is not to be required of any man that it 
should be believed as an Article of the Faith, or be thought 
tequisite or necessary to salvation." 

The eighth affirms that the three Creeds ought thoroughly 
•o be received and believed, " for that they may beprovea 
by most certain warrants of Holy Scripture." 

The language of the seventeenth Article is as follows: 
^ We must receive God's promises in such wise as they ba 
generally set forth to us in Holy Scripture; and in our 
doings, that will of God is to be followed which we Lave 
expressly declared unto us in the Word of God." 

The twentieth Article speaks of tlie Bible as '* God's 
Word written." 

The twenty-second speaks of Scripture as " the Word of 
Ood." 

The thirty-fourth declares that ''nothing is to be 
ordained against God*s Word;" that traditions and cere- 
iDOiiies may be allowed, ^^toVy^^^^ W\^^ *' be not repugnant 
Id the Word of God." 

The Preface to t\ie BooVl ol Cwkwvqo. ^^^\^^ «^^!^% 
of - the whole Bible" as - Ooe:%\«oT^^^ ^x^^T^v.\^^«»i. 
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over in Church once every year, instead of the legends and 
•tories which had been introduced, so that now '* iiotiiing ig 
ordained to be read but the very pure Word of God, ihe 
^oly Scriptures, or that which is agreeable to the same,'' i.e,, 
the Apocrypha. 

The exiiortatiob at the beginning of morning and evening 
prayer declares that we assemble in Churcli, among other 
things, "to hear God's most Holy Word." The Nicene 
Creed teaches us to say, **I believe in the Holy Ghost, 
.... who spake by the prophets." In tlie Ordering 
of Deacons, the Bishop asks : '* Do you unf eignedly believe 
all the Canonical Scriptures (f the Old and New Testa- 
ment?" The answer is: t*l do believe them.*' In the 
Ordering of Priests, we read: '* Then ihe Bishop shall deliver 
to every one uf tluni, kneeling, the Bible, saying, take thou 
authority to preach the Word of God. The two parts of the 
Homily on the Reading and Knowledge of Holy Scripiure," 
of which it uedares God to be the " only Author,'* btar out 
the view which is taken of the Bible in the Ariicles and 
Formularies. No one can read that Homily an.l not see 
with what reference it treats every part of the Holy 
Volume, regarding it as coming from God. 

Tlie Reformatio Legume in its first pages', does the same. It 
speaks of the ** Suprema auctoritaSf** — " Scripturce divince," — 
** Divinorum liOrorumJ* It ranks the books of the O.d Testa- 
ment amongst the Divine Scriptures equally with the New. 
It defines the relation of the Bible to the Creeds, Councils, 
Fathers, — subordinating all to it. It denounces as heretics 
those who slight the authority of the written WorJ. It is 
especially severe cu those who detract from the authority 
of the Old Testament. 

The language of Dean Nowell is scarcely less strong; 
an that of Jewell, who had, with Archbishop Parker, a 
great share in the revision of the Articles, and is thertfore 
and unexceptionable witness to their meaning, is exceed- 
ingly strong on this point. In his Apology, a work more 
identified with the Church's teaching than the works of 
almost any other individual writer, he uses these words : 
** Hecipimus et amplectimur omnes Canonicas Scripturas, et 
Veteris et Novi lestamenti: Deoque nostra gratia s agimug, 
qui earn lucem nobin excitant, quam semper habertmus 
in oculiSf ne vel humana /raude, veL insiaus Damonum, 
ad errores et fabulas abduceremur : eas esxe ca:leit£9. 
voces, per quas Deus Uiiluntulciu nuuia vuViv^ "^^V*^ 
Jecerit: in illis solia posse homiuuia amittos a.t<m\sA- 
cere: in iUis ea omnia y quocunque aOLUosVrativ ^aV»XM^ 
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gbit necesgaria, ut Ongines^ Augustinus, Ckfysostomus^ 
Cifniius docuerunt, cumulate etplene coniineri : eas esse vim et 
pQtenU'am Dei ad salutem : eas esse fundamenta Prophetarum 
it jlpostofontmy in quibus adificata sit ErcJesia Dei : eas esse 
eertisslmam normam, ad quam ea, si taciUet aut enet^possit 
eangi^ et ad quam omnis doctrina eccieciastica deheat revoctiri: 
contra eas nee legem, nee traditionem, nee consuetudinem vtiam 
audiendam esse : ne^ si Paufus qitidem ipse, aut Angelvs de 
Ceeio venial, etsecus doceat" (Edit. Yalpy, London, 1837, 
pp 16 and 17.) 

But tlie Bishop's language in his defence must not be 
overluokei. He sa>-8 that there is a sense in which hs 
can use the expression that the Bible is the Word of God " 
(Preface part III, page 27). He can call it the *» Word of 
God," in the same sense that he calls a church the ''House 
of God." But lie •* prefers the language of the first Homily, 
*l4i it is contained the true Word of God;' and the lan- 
guage of the Consecration Service, * that the H0I7 Scrip- 
tures contain sufficiently all doctrine required of necessity 
for eternal salvation.* '* 

The expression that the Scriptures contain the Word of 
God is, it scarce needs be said, a perfectly legitimate 
txpreftsion. It is used by the Church. The question, liuw- 
tTer, is not whether it may be used, but whether the use 
of it should protect a clergyman from the charge of faJse 
teachin^r, while rejecting the authority of a large portion 
•f the Scriptures. The expression is not used by the 
Church to define her whole teaching with regard 
to the Scriptures. It is employed in the sixth 
Jkrticle, hut mainly in order to contrast the doctrine of the 
£nglii»h Church with that of the Romish, touching the 
authority of tradition. 

What the Chureh chiefly intended by that Article to 
affirm was, that neither the Apocrypha nor tradition were 
seeded to supplement the teaching of Holy Scripture; that 
the Bible was the one oivly sufficient record of divine truth 
in things necessary to salvation. The same phrase is used 
again in tlie Service for the Ordination of Priests, but only 
in order to bind the clergy not to go beyond the authority 
of Holy Scripture in teaching the tilings esscMitial t6 
aatvation; all who as Priests are ptedged to this have 
ieen already, M Deacons, required to acknowledge that they 
mn/cJunedly beicve all the Cftuou\fta\^t\^t^ires of the Old 
SOI/ JTew Testaments. ^ 

T/iin double requirement 1 coiv%\^« ^^>« ^^^^f^s^^^ 
*© the light In which the Chutcih i^w^xV^^ ««^^ v«« 
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At a loss to understand how any one can fkil to be impressed 
with the force of the words in the Ordination Service; or 
think it liwful for one who has said "I do believe,'* 
■•• anfeignedly *' believe, " all the Canonical Scriptures of 
the Old and New Testaments/' to reject an unlimited 
portion of tliem as untrue. The word ** belief*' surely implies 
-conviction, and ** conviction" that the thing believed is true. 
As applied to all the Books of the Old Teittament, as well as 
the New, it can mean nothing less than that their content! 
•are accepted as true. 

The expression ** contains the Word of God" occurs 
again, as the Bisiiop pleads, in the iiomily. But the plain 
ATOwed intention ot the Church in that Homily is to do 
honour to the whole Bible, not in any way to separate 
l)etween different parts of its coutents, or detract from the 
authority of any portion of it. Throughout, the Homily 
treats every page of Scripture ns the Word of God. It 
affirms, with the sixth Article, that the Bible contains tti« 
Word of God. All God's revealed Word is'contaioed in Un 
There is no need of tradition to supplement its teaching* 
The same word is used in the Declaration prefixed to the 
Articles, wherein it is said that the Articles ** do contain" 
the doctrine of the Church of England." As there used, it 
it proved by the sequel to exclude the notion ot any portion 
•ol the Articles not being the doctrine of the Church. 1 have 
no doub^ that the sense of the expression in the Homily 
and in tiie declaration is one and the same. 

But were the Articles and Formularies altogether silent 
4M to the Bible being the Word of God, or were the 
Ghurtth's language less decided than I think it is on the 
•ubject, I should still have felt it to be my duty to declare, 
•n other grounds, that the Bishop was not entitled to say 
that the Bible was not the Word of God, or that it wat 
marked with ** error, infirmity, passion, ignorance." 

The Church of England does not date its existence 
from the period of the Keformation. Its history stretches 
back to Apostolic times. It holds what tho whole 
Church has always held. Silence upon any particular 
point of faith, or upon any great question of religion, is n« 
Jeasonfor supposing that the CiiurcU of England was in- 
•ilifierent to that portion of the fdith. There might be 
teafons, and there were, why Articles and definitions 
should not be multiplied at the R. furm^\.\vw^» ^i>»^» "^^ 
Articles do not embrace the wV\oWol t\\ttCi\\^\OB:*vt^;^^^- 
This MB diBtinctiy stated by so gre-vX fitv «l\ii\.\\c»x\\.^ ^^*x]!S% 
J^tanon (Minor Theoi. Works, iro\. iV., V«^*^ ^\b»^^^ 
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edition). ** The Book of Articles is not, nor is pretended 
to be, a complete body of divinity, or a comprehension and 
explanation of all Christian doctrinenecessary to be taught; 
but an enumeration of some truths which upon, and since,, 
the Reformation, have been denied by some persons." 

The same opinion is expressed by the late Archdeacon 
Hardwicke in hi^ History of the Articles. He asks, speak- 
ing of the Articles of 1552, *< on what principles may we 
.explain the introduction of this point, or the omission of 
that ? Were they designed to be a complete system oi 
theology, or simply to express the judgment of the 
English Church on a variety of sacred topics, at that 
time actually controverted within her own jurisdiction^^ 
In reply, he shows both from the construction of the 
Articles themselves, compared witli the history of the 
times, and from other evidence, that tlie latter is the true 
light in which they are to be regarded. *< In the Reformatio 
Zagum, where many of the Artides reappear in a somewhat 
different form, attention is distinctly confined to the here- 
sies then iti cgurse of propagation: Posset magna colluviea 
aliarum liatesum accumuiari, sed hoc tempore iUas nominare 
solum voiuimus, qua potissimum hisce nosiria tempGrUnts per 
ecclesium diffunduntun* (Hardwicke, page 889.) This, he- 
adds, was ciprtaiuly the view of Cranmer when he requested 
the Continental Beforniers to take part in such a compila- 
tion ; and Calvin understood him in this 8t:nse, as we read 
in a letter which he addressed to the Archbisliop while the 
English Articles were in progress. He there says that the 
doctors were invited, *' ut ex diversis ecchsiis^ quae puram 
evangetii doctrinam awpkxi sunt, convenirent precipui quique 
doctores, ac ex puro Dei verba certam de sivguUs capiiittus 
hodie cvntroversiSf ac delucidam ad posteros conjessionem 
ederent,'* (Cranmer's Works, 1—347 ; lUtiley's language 
in Strype's Annals, 1—260 ; ed. 1725.) 

The two chief objects kept in view in framing the Arti- 
cles were, the guarding, first, against Romish additions to the 
faith; and, second, against diminutions of it on the part of 
the Anabaptists, and other sects wliich at that time arose. 
Now Mith regard to the Old and New Testament, apart from 
the Apocrypha, til ere wasnodiflerence of opinion hbtween the 
Churclies of England and of Rome. Loth regardtd and 
received the Bible, us the whole Ciiurch had ever done, as 
ia hU its parts the writlew Woi^olGod. 

The language of the CouiicivV ot Ti«tiX.\%\^^'W\^ ^^uod 
receives and venerates, vitVi e^vyll«^' ^S^^xNswi ^IJv^x^ ^ 
reverence, aU the Books \)oVViol X\i^O\^ ^xA^^nr ^^\*. 
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ment, seeing the one Lord is the Author of both;" biit ilf^ 
" any onel receive not as sacred and canonical these sanl^ 

l)ook8 entire, with all their parts let hint 

be Anathema.*' There was, tliercfore, as regards the did* 
putes with that Church no need to speak. There wete^ 
indeed, wild and extravagant opinions put forth by the 
secfs with regard to Holy Scripture, but chiefly on thi 
Continent, and these were met by direct Articles in some of 
the Continental Confessions. But these opinions did not so 
pn;vail in England as to req[uire the framing of an Article 
on the subject. 

As to the light in which the sacred writings hare been 
regarded by the Church, it was argued in tlie pleadings 
that the whole Catholic Church has from the beginning 
received the Holy Scriptures as the Book of God, and hat 
handed on from age to age the same doctrine concerning 
the authority < f the whole Bible which we know to have 
prevailed in the Jewish Church witli regard to the Old 
Testament. 

I iiave no doubt of the general soundness of this argu- 
ment. And, had the Church of England not spoken at aU 
on the subject, I must, in the absence of all proof to the 
contrary, Jiave held that the Church of England did not 
intend to abandon that portion of her inheritance. I should 
have been bound to do so, I conceive, by the language 
used in the Preface to the Book of Common Prayer wherein 
it is stated that the Church of England had rejected only 
those things which were opposed to the doctrine of the 
whole Catholic Church of Christ; and by the language ^f 
that important Act, which expressed alike the mind of 
the Church, the Crown, and the Legislature, and 
which is still a part of the law of England (25 Hen. VIH^ 
Cap. 21, Sec. 19), in which it is expressly asserted that the 
Church did not intend "to decline or vary from the con- 
gregation of Chritst's Church in any things concerning the 
very Articles of the Catholic Faith of Christians." And I 
may atid the Act of Elizabeth (I Eliz., Cap. 1), which prOf 
vided that that only should be adjudged to be heresy 
which had " heretofore been determined, ordered, adjudged 
to be heresy by the authority of the Canonical Scriptures, 
or by the first four General Councils, or any of them, or by 
any other General Council, wherein the same was declared 
heresy, by the express and plain words of the said Cii.v\%^v^<^ 
Scriptures,'* &a, &c. This potl\ow ot \.\i^ KssX, vcAsfc^^ 
ceased to have the force o£ law >N\vetv^^v«^\^A\!Cc^^'^>s^m^K*^a'«^^ 
ceaged to exiat, yet Lord Cok« tegwC^v^Vu «a^x. v^ " ««^^ - 
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for a good direction to others, especially to the Diocesan 
beiog a sole judge in so weigiity a cause.'^ — (Gib8ou*8 
<;odex, p. 425.) 

I must decide that, \phile it is lawfal to say that the 
Holy Scriptures contain the Word of God, it is not lawful 
to suy that they in sucii wise contain the Word of God as 
not themselves to be the Word of God; or that they are no 
more the Word of God than a church is the Hoase of God. 

VI. 

The next charge bears upon the above. It relates to the 
subject of Inspiration. It in affirmed that in certain pas- 
sages of tiie Bishop*8 writings the Holy Scriptures are 
spolcen of and treated as a merely human book, not inspired 
by God tlie Holy Spirit; or inspired only in such a manner 
as otlier books may be inspired, and that so to speak and 
trciit of tlie Holy Scriptures is to impugn and contradict 
the teacliing of the Church as expressed in certain Articles 
and Formularies of the Church, which are referred to. 

The extracts are very long. • The most important pas- 
sages of tliem seem to be the following: ** In order to avert 
tlie sliock which our children*8 faitii must otherwise expe- 
rience, when they find, as they certainly will befiire long, 
that the Bible can no longer be regarded as infallibly tnis 
in matters of common history," " thewriteis of these books, 
inrhatever pious intentions they may have had in comp-/sing 
them, cannot now be regarded as having been under such 
constant, infallible, supernatural guidance, as tlie ordinary 
dDCtrine of Scripture inspiration supposes. We must not 
blindly shut our eyes to the real history of the coroposilioB 
•^of this book, to the legendary character of its earlier por- 
tions, to the manifest contradictionsand impossibilities which 
tise up at once in every part of the story of the Exodus, if 
we peroist in maintaining that it is a simple record of histori- 
cal facts. But some one, perhaps, may now say, * Do yon 
then take from us God*s Word, the Bible?* I must reply 
again, * Whatever is done, it is not I but the Truth itself 
which does it.' If the argumeitts which I have advanced 
are not really founded upon truth, let them be set aside 
•nd thrown to the winds; but if they are, we dare not, at 
servants of God, do this,— we are bound to hear and obey 
the truth. It may be lUen— rather it is, as I believe, un- 
doubtedly the fact, \lial GoA W\tiv%^\^, >a^ \\!A^wer of the 
trvth, will take from us in \\\\%«^«5i \\v^ '«v\^vi>^ '^Vxx^ 
Which we have set up ^g^nat ^\% "^^^^^^^^^^ 
«nd worship it. It\ieuttVu.igV.x\i^«3fcM»^^^^^^~^ 
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gubstance of the narrative waa historically true. Why 
may not Samuel, like any other h( ad of an institution, havQ 
composed this narrative for the instruction and improve- 
ment of bis pupils, from which it would gradually find its 
wsy, no douht, more or luss freely among the people at 
large, without ever pretending that it was any other thaii 
an historical experiment, an attempt to give them some 
acoount of the early annals of their tribes? In later days,,, 
it is true, this ancient work of Samuers came to be regarded 
as infallibly divine." 

The Bishop's teaching with regr.rd to the Pentateuch is, 
that it was not composed by Moses; that it probably was 
written by Samuel, or succeeding prophets or seers ^ 
that it is itself unhistorical,— legendary, — does not give 
a true relation of facts ; that it is full of ioconsisten- 
cie9, contradictions, mistakes ; that the appearances,. - 
revelations of Himself by God did not really take 
. place; that He did not converse with those with whom 
He is represented as conversing, or impart laws to Moses; 
that in introducing the Divine Bein»; Himself as conversing 
with their forefatiiers, Samuel " only acted in conformity 
with the spirit of his age, and of his people, which recog- 
nized in their common forms of language a direct inter- 
ference with the affairs of men;" ''that there is not the 
8li>ihtest reason to suppose that the first writer in the story 
of the Pentateuch ever professed to be recording infallible 
truth, or even actual historical truth." 

Tiie question for me to deci(ie is, whether the Church 
allows her ministers to put forth such statements as these, 
which reduce a large portion of the Old Testament history 
to a legend, a fiction. Now, without wishing to limit the 
proper field and province of criticism, or to restrict the 
freedom wiiich may be regarded as desirable for the elicit- 
ing of the truth,--without attempting to define inspiration, 
a word which does not occur in the Articles or Formulariia,. 
in connection with this subject, or venturing to say where 
the human element in the Bible ends andv^herethe Divine 
begins,->I must deny that the Church does or can permit 
its ministers without restraint to make such assertions as 
thpfe. They are, in my judgment, wholly inconsistent with 
an honest subscription to the Formularies of the Church. It 
is impossible to conceive t Nat it should be true that the 
writers "of the Bible" " wiot« as men, yi\VVv\\\^ %vKa&\N»c- 
bilirj 10 error from any cau^e as iaWt Td^Tv'"* V^ \'^*i>k> ^^ 
yet that the Bible 6hould be •'God'a>N^t«\v«;\v\ftvvCAv»!t^V;^ 
the Bible-^Dut a part of it oaly , b^Ll iVv^ ^^'=^'^1^5?^l:^^^^ 
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FriettB, the Biahop Is charged, as I have belbre obserred 
to deliTer to eTeiy ooe of them, 1ctieeHo(r« the Bible into hia 
"band, and saj, ^ Take thoa aatboritj to preadi the Word 
of God." 

Wlien an Archbishop consecrates a Bishop, he is directed 
Id ask, and does ask, whether that Bishop ** is ready with 
all fSutbfnl diligence to baniih and drive awinr all erroneow 
and strange doctrine contrary to God's Word." In the pie- 
fiice to the Book of Common Prayer, it it said that the 
Church has ordered thHt'* all the whole Bible .... 
should be read orer once every year" in Church, amongst 
other thingf, to enable her ministers *' to confute them that 
are advorsazies to the troth." A contrast is there drawn 
between this reading of all the whole Bible with the practice 
of the later Roman Church in allowing ** uncertain stories 
and legends" to be read, "whereof some were untrue, some 
uncertain, some rain and superstitious." And the Church's 
own practice in defended in ordaining thst nothing be read, 
but tlie pure Word of God, the Holy Scriptures, or thst 
which is agreeable to the same. But according to the 
Bishop, the order to read the Pentateuch, and otlier books 
of tlie Old Testament iu Church, is an order to read fables, 
myths, uncertain stories, and legends. Ho is at direct 
issue with the Church as to the character of Holy Scripture. 

It were a mockery and wrong for the Church to use the 
language which it does respecting the Scriptures, if in its 
belief the whole Bible was not the unerring Word of the 
Living God, or if it^werc to be ruled that the ministers of the 
Church were allowed to teach tliat the Sacred Books contain 
•♦ UDCtrtain stories and legend?," and openly to reject no less 
than nine of tliem, a« "legendary" and mythological, full 
of palpable " exaggerations,*' ** contradictions," " impossi- 
bilitics," and ** in^ probabilities." Language must altogether 
lose its meaning. Pledges, promises, declarations, must 
be regarded as so much waste paper, if the words of the 
Church in those Formularies and Articles which speak i^ 
the Bible, and which are in accordance with, and must be 
interpreted by, the language of the Church on this great 
subject from the beginning, are not held to be violated by 
the Bishop in the passages which have been referred to, 
and which are but a specimen of the views propounded by 
him throughout his books. 

Nil. 

The Bishop is next cbw^^Qi n*\1\v ?i.wy\T^^v\^ ^'^i'f: 
Wcity. genuineneaB, and UxitXi ^\^^^\^^^,^^ vwlL 
Scripture, in irhole ox m V«^> wii^ ^^^^ ^'^^^^ "^^^^"^^ 



denial is in contrayention of the Catholic faith as expressed 
in the Articles and Formularies of the Charch. 

TJie passages referred to are very long. I give but por- 
tions of them. ** I became to convinced of the unhistorical 
tiharacter of very considerable portions of the Mosaic 
narrative;" '^luse the expression * unhistorical/ or 'nor* 
historically true,' throughout, rather thiufc ^fictitious/ 
since the word * fiction * is frequently understood to imply 
** a conscious dishonesty on the part of the writer, an inten* 
iion to deceive.' " 

<* The conviction that I have arrived at. of the certainty 
of the ground on which the main argument of ray book 
rests, viz., the proof that the account of the Exodus, what- 
ever value it may have, is not historically true.'* 

'* The main result of my examination of the Pentateuch, 
viz., that the narrative, whatever may be its value and 
meaning, cannot be regarded as historically true, is not, 
unless I greatly deceive myself, a doubtful matter of spe- 
■eulation at all; it is a simple question of facts." 

** The result of my inquiry is this, that I have arrived 
at the conviction, as painful to myself at first as it may be 
to my render, though painful now no longer, under the 
clear shining of the light of truth, that the Pentateuch as 
a whole cannot possibly have been written by Moses, or 
by any one acquainted personally with the facts which it 
professes to describe; and further that the (so- called) Mosaic 
narrative, by whomsoever written, and though imparting 
to us, as I fully believe it does, revelations of the Divine 
will and character, cannot be regarded as historically true/' 

" This, however, was a very great strain upon the cord 
which bound me to the ordinary belief in the historical 
veracity of the Pentateuch, and since then that cord has 
snapped in twain altogether." 

" The conviction of the unhistorical character of the (so- 
called) Mosaic narrative seems to be forced upon us by 
4he consideration of the many absolute impossibilities in- 
-vol^dinit,when treated as relating to simple matter of fact.'g 

'* Even if it were conceivable that Moses should have 
nrritten a story about matters in which he was personally 
concerned, involving such contradictions, exaggerations, and 
impossibilities as we haye already had before us, yet the 
fact above mentioned would alone be decisive against such 
A supposition. We may with very good reason abid& b's 
our supposition that they were wfwx^iTi '^w^ -^t^'^iXJv'^ Xsi 
tbebaad, or at least under l\ie ^t^cWovi, ^kxA <isi\\aKE^^'^^»^ 
the time of Samuel/' 
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^* It is not I that require jou to abandon the ordinary 
notion of tlie Mosaic authorship and antiquity of the 
Pentateuch. It is the truth itself which does so.*'- 

^* He will need only a common practical judgment to 
convince him that the story which is told in the Book Df 
Genesis is utterly incredible.*' 

" If he once bejrins to inquire, it is extremely probable 
that any such clergyman must needs come very soon to 
doubt, and before lonfr to disbelieve, the truth of the Scrip- 
ture account of the Deluge." ** We shall see the utter 
impossibility of receiving any longer the story of the 
Exodus as literally and historically true.** " According to- 
our view Joshua was only a mythical, or perhaps legendary 
personage.'* " The stories in the Book of Judges are also^ 
like the story of the Exodus, most probably founded upon 
some real traditions, and though in some places they are 
evidtntly exaggerated, and in others they have assumed a 

lepon'lary form, yet the heroes whose exploits 

are there described seem to have been real characters, and 
their names in most cases may be supposed to be genuine.'^ 
<* We conclude, then, that the * Soiij^ of Deborah ' was 

written after the middle part of David's life^ 

perhaps towards the close of it, two or three centuries ztt&r 

the time of Barak and Deborah, by a writer who 

has produced an admirable imitation of an ancient song, a 
* Lay of Ancient Israel,' and thrown himself thoroughly 
int») the spirit of the age which he describes.'* « The chro- 
nicler's statements, when not supported by other evidence, 
are not to be relied on." 

It is with inexpressible pain that I quote language like 
this, and bear in mind that the writer is a Bishop of this 
Church. My dur^r, however, to-day is, apart from all 
personal feelings, simply to consider whether this language 
ia so opposed to the plain teaching of the Church as to call 
for judicial condemnation. There may be, I need scarce say; 
much on such a subject that a writer may put forth w{iich 
may be most rash, unwarranted, deserving of severe con- 
demnation, but which, nevertheless, the Church, confident 
of the truth, and of the advantage of full discussion for the 
eliicitlation of truth, has not thought it necessary to dtclare 
to be criminal on the part of the olergy to publish. 

Thus it has been argued, and I think justly, that a 
elergynmn could not be iwA\d»lW condemned for holding 
$bat particular portVona oi UoX^ ^wV^Xva^ ^^t^vtvX^«^<LtiMi 
4^ the auUiors to vihom lYie^ \v«L^e\»^ii%«Qsai5\'iMRsei6w^ 
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provided he did not deny their canonicity. The ftathor- 
ship of the Books of Scripture generally has not been made 
matter of faith by the Church, partly it may be, because of 
til e real difficulty of deciding vho the writers were of 
•certain portions of it ; but mainly because the point was 
not of threat moment so long as it was held that all had 
been given by inspiration of the Holy Ghost; but tho 
canonicity has been held to be a matter of faith, because 
upon this depends the question of the Bible being, as 
Bishop Co sin says, '* of infallible verity and unquestioned 
authority," upon its being the canon or rule of the 
Christiau faith and practice, and consequently its inspi- 
ration. 

Let me next examine how far this admission bears upon 
the particular point under consideration. The Bishop is 
charged with denying the authenticity, genuineness, and 
truth of certain books of floiy Scripture, in whole or in 
part. It must, I think, be admitted that this is proved ; 
but how far docs this bring the writer under the condem- 
nation of the Church? And here I would observe that I 
do throughout these proceedings bear in mind that the 
inquiry we are conducting is both a very solemn and a 
serious one; that it affects the character and future pros- 
pects of one high in position; and that the best construc- 
tion is to be put upon his language which his words will 
bear. B^t I must, on the other hand, add that I cannot 
think that the language of the Churcli should be strainecjL' 
to the utmost to cover unsound thaching, because the* 
procee«lings in which a judge may unhappily be engaged 
do seriously ttffect the character and position of an indi- 
vidual. 

My first duty in this case I believe to be to the Church 
and to the Church's Lord. I am bound to be on my guard 
lest consideration for the accused should lead me to say 
anything which might tend to injure or destroy the faitb^ 
by UMking that an open question which tho Church never 
intended to be an open question, — or by sanctioning the 
teaching of error to those who look with confidence to the 
Church for instruction. The faith and teaching of the 
Church may be added to, or it may be gradually weak- 
ened, undermined, changed, by the decisions of Courts. 

This last result will arise, if it be declared that the 
clergy are not required to teach that which. tli^CV)x^x^:i>c^ 
holds to be essential, unless the leac\\m^ vilSx. Sa ^vJs^x^-^ 
ev joined in words which will admit, oi wo ^wsXiX o^ <2»^^- . 

The Church it«-lf might th\i8, tYitw*v u^l^-^^^^"* 
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own, — unless it be a fault not to haTe expressly provided 
aeainstevery possible heresy,— cease to be a witness fortruth 
which once it upheld. It is the first duty of the Bishops of 
the Church to see that its teaching shall be preserved pure, 
uncorrupt, complete, fixed, and positive, at all hazards. 
But so far as is compatible with this, not only must free- 
dom be allowed to the clergy, but special care must be 
taken not to overstrain or exaggerate their engagements^ 
and the most generous construction must be put upon the 
language of any who may be acaused of false teaching. 

Bearing these principles in mind, I must rule that in de- 
nying that the five Books commonly, almost universally, in 
all ages, ascribed to Moses, were really written by him, and in 
attributing them to Samuel, the Bishop does not contra- 
dict the express language of the Church of England. 
Whatever may be thought of this repudiation of what lias 
been affirmed by the concurrent testimony of antiquity, 
and by the uniform report of uninterrupted tradition; of 
what has been received by the Jew as well as the Samari- 
tan, by every sect of the Hebrew and of the Christian 
Church; of what has been taken for granted by almost 
all the sacred writers, who mention the Pentateuch as the 
word of Moses under the title of the law, and cite it as 
indisputably his work, — still the Bishop does not appear to 
me so to have ofiended against the plain words of the 
Church's Articles or Formularies as to be liable to condemn 
nation by them, vii Article, does indeed speak of the 
** Law given from God by Moses.*' It might, however, 
have been so given, and yet the account of it be written by 
another, — by Aaron, or by Joshua. 

But is it therefore lawfal for the Bishop to teach that 
Samuel, and not Moses, was the author of the Pentateuch? 
I think not. The case is widely different from what it 
would have been had he questioned whether the second 
Kpistle of St. Peter, or the £pistle to the Hebrews, were 
written by those to whom they have been generally attri- 
buted. In this case the attributing of the Pentateuch to 
Samuel is not only opposed to the stream of writers in all 
ages of the Church, and to express canons,— as the t5tb of 
the Apostolical Canons,— and to the internal evidence, and 
even the asertioiis of the Pentateuch itself. It goes beyond 
this. It involves the rejeciiim of our Lord's authority, and 
of His words as deliviiied to w* \i^ vKe Church in the 
Gospels «s we have iViem, NN\\^T€A^>iJci^^v«\^\a\^\a»Aft to 
quote from each of the \)ooVa oi \X\^ ^«vv\.w\.^nx^x ^^$w "^xx^ 
iaone of those inBlaucca Vo N9\v\vi\\ \ X^i^^^v^^^^'^^st^^.xs. 
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which there may be an offence against the Church's teach- 
ing, while there is none against the express language of 
the Articles or Formularies. 

These are our Blessed Lord's words ou this subjects 
" Had ye believed Moses, ye would have believed me, for 
he wrote of me; but if ye believe not his writings, how 
shall ye believe my words." " They have Moses and the 
Propliets, let them hear them." " If they hear not Moses 
and the Prophets, neither will they be persuaded though 
one rose from the dead." " These were the words which I 
sp^ke unto you while I was yet with you, that all things 
must be fulfilled which were written in the Law of 
Moses, and in the Prophets, and in the Psalms, con- 
cerning me." " Have ye not read in the Book of 
Moses, how in the bush God spake uoto him?" "What 
did Moses command you ? — and they said Moses 
suffered to write a bill of divorcement and to put 
her away. And Jesus answered and said unto them, for 
tlieliardnessofyour hearts he wrote you this precept." If the 
Bishop lias not offended against the language of the Church, 
he has against the express words of Christ. These words, 
it will be remembered, were addressed to a people who held 
the Pentateuch in their hands, as we now have it. It is 
to these books that our Lord refers, it is of them He speaks, 
and I feel bound to observe in passing, although there is no 
express charge upon this particular point, and therefjremy 
judgment cannot in any v ay be founded upon it, that the 
ministers of the Ciiurch arc not at liberty to set aside the 
words of Christ, and that it is heresy to teach in opposi- 
tion to the teaching of our B'essed Lord. The words of 
her Incarnate God are in the Church's eye of far higher 
authority than her own. But if the Bishop is not permit- 
ted to deny that Mjses is the author of the Pentateuch, he 
is still less at liberty to deny the truth of what is recorded 
therein. It were needless to repeat the many passages in 
wliicli he docs reject the authority not only of the Penta- 
teuch, but hIso of the Bojks of Joshua, Judges, Chronicles. 

Is he at liberty to teach that the Scriptures are not to 
be b lieved in what they say abjut the Flood,— the Exodus, 
— the history of the Judges ? May he proclaim that Joshua 
was "only a mythical, or perhaps a legendary personage?" 
or imply doubt whether Moses was an historical character? 
(Part III, Page 185, Section 223.) Questions like t^Vv^*^ 
involve the consideration as lo Y?\\aV\a vLviwsv^\&^\.>«\\Xv>^Lsa. 
Church's beUufhi tlie Bible. 
/ c.waot admit that such language \s \im«\«.\^WiX v^SJCc^'^Ok^ 
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real faith in the Bible. It canrot be used oonsistentlj with 
the belief that the Bible is "God's Word written." If 
Joshua be a myth, the Flood a fiction, the Exodus not a 
real fact, a large part of that Book which the Church 
declares to be " God*8 Word," cannot possibly be God'a Word, 
and the language in the Preface to the Prayer-book, 
already referred to, is entirely mistaken. 

It has been said indeed, by a high authority,* that when 
the question in the Ordination Service for Deacons is put, 
— *'Do you unfeignedly believe all the Canonical Scriptures 
of the Old and New Testament?" and to which the answer 
is given, " I do believe them " — the pledge then given must 
be regarded as PuflBcienily fulfilled if there be * a bona fide 
belief that the Holy Scriptures contain everything neces- 
sary to salvation, and that, to that extent they iiave tue 
direct sanction of the Almighty;** — even apparently though 
the historical portion of Scripture should be disbelieved. 

I cannot concur in such a decision. It is a wrong 
to the Church thus to limit the meaning and 
diminish the force of its plain language. It has two 
distinct stntemeuts. — one as to what the Bible is, 
— it is "God's Word written j" the other as to 
what it contains with regard to the faith,— it contains, 
without the aid of tradition, *'all things necessary to 
everlasting salvation." 

The Ordinal does not ask of those who are seeking to be 
admitted to the lowest oflSce in the ministry whether they 
believe that the Scriptures " contain everything necessary 
to salvation,** but whether they believe them to be God's 
Word,--whether they btlieve them to be true. This is the 
first condition of admission to the ranks of the ministry. 
The truth of the Scriptures lies at the foundation of 
Christianity. The first and most anxious inquiry, there- 
fore, of those about to be sent forth in the Church's name, 
though without full authority to teach, is, whether they 
believe them,— believe them to be true. Then, when the 
priestly office is sought, when the position of teacher is 
to be undertaken, the Ordinal goes further, and requires 
not merely belief in the Scriptures themselves, but a 
belief that those Scriptures contain aU things necessary to 
salvation, and a promise to teach nothing as required of 
necessity to eternal salvation but what may be condudeil 
4«d proved by the Sctiplxite. 

(* Dr. liUshington's iu^^m^iA., "^V&Xiss^ ^V ^^yiJwk^^ 
versus Williams, 



ITpon the strength of concessions to trhich t have 
nlluded, and from which I feel constrained to differ, the 
Bishop clainos (Preface, Part I, Page 33) not to hare Tio- 
luted, as he previously supposed that he had done, the 
conditions imposed upon him bj the Churchy even while 
rejecting altogether the liistorical veracity of a great part 
of the Old Testament; though he does not seem to be 
HWiirs that the same authority, with some inconsisteaqy, 
has declared tiiat ** every clergyman Comes under an obii^ 
gation not to preach or teach, that is, not advisedly to 
maintain, any doctrine which tends to weaken or destroy 
the divine authority of Scripture as contained in the 

authorized version^ or to negative its truth;" 

and that " to deny the canonicity of these books, or any 
one of them, or substantially to impeach their divine 
authority, would be both a violation of the sixth Article, 
und als:) a disregard of the declaration of belief made in 
ih^m at the Ordination of Deacons.*' 

Upon the whole, reviewing this charge, I feel bound to 
decide that in denyipg the authenticity and genuineness of 
certain parts of Holy Scripture, the Bishop has contra- 
diccfcd the teaching of our Lord Himself. And that in 
denying the truth of a large portion of the contents of the 
Pentateuch, Books of Joshua, Judges, and Chronicles, 
the Bishop has contravened the faith as expressed in the 
Articles and Formularies of th« Church,— more especially 
the sixth Article; — the seventh Article, which declares that 
" tlie law was piven from God to Moses;"— the twentieth 
Article, which ' regards the Holy Scripture of the 
highest authority, and affirms that it is not lawful for 
the Church itself to ordain anything contrary to 
God's VIrord written; the Ordination Service for Deacons 
in which the deacon is required to declare that he un- 
feignediy believes all the Canonical Scriptures of the Old 
And New Testaments; — the first prayer in the Ministration 
for Public Baptism, wherein the Church thus addresses God 
on two gre it events which the Bishop regards as fictitious, 
** Almighty and Everlasting God, who by Thy great 
mercy didst save Noah and his family in the Ark from 
perishing by water, and also didst safely lead the children 
of Israel thy people through the Bed Sea; " — and again in 
the Prayer for Fair Weather, " O Almighty Lord God, who 
fur the sin of man didst once drown all the wotH^-^^^^k^ 
eight persons, and afterward ot TVv^ .%t^«X m^t^i ^^^ 
promiBe never to destroy it again »,'' — x\i^ •^x^^^'t vcw ^J" 
time of any Common Plagae or ^\<ikxie%%> *' ^ feissc^^^ 
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God, who in Thy wrath didst send a plague upon Thine own 
people in the Wilderness for their obstinate rebellion against 
Moses and Aaron;" — the announcement of the command- 
ments in words like these, ** God spake these words and 
said, I am the Lord thy God;'* — the Catechism, wherein 
her children are taught that " God spake" these same 
commandments, "in the twentieth chapter of Exodus, 
saying, I am the Lord thy God, who brought thee out of 
the land of Egypt, out of the house of bondage." Clearly, the 
Church regards, and pxpects all its officers to regard, the 
Holy Scriptures as teaching pure and simple truth. The 
Bishop regards them as, to a great extent, teaching what 
is not true. It is nothing to reply that he believes that 
they teach what is true in all things necessary to 
salvation. Who is to judge what is necessary to salva- 
tion? In the Bishop's view, a very small amount of truth 
might be necessary, a very few words might contain all 
that was necessary. The Apostle's Creed actually does 
contain all that is necessary. Are we to understand that 
in pledging the clergy to a belief in tht Bible, the Church 
pledges them to nothing more than to a belief that it 
contains divine truth just to the same extent with the 
Creed. 
I believe that it means infinitely more than this. 

vni. 

The next charge brought against the Bishop is, if 
posible, graver than any of the above. It relates to the 
Nature and Person of our Blessed Lord. It accuses the 
Bishop of imputing to our Lord ignorance and error, and 
thereby with denying that He is God and Man in one 
Person; and affirms that by this denial he impugns and con- 
tradicts the Catholic faith as expressed in the Articles and 
Creeds of the Church. 

The ground for this accusation is to be found in a passage 
taken from the Preface to Part I of his work on the 
Pentateuch. He there says, speaking of the Saviour: "It 
is perfectly consistent with the most entire and sincere 
belief in our Lord's Divinity to hold, as many do, that, 
when He vouchsafed to become a * Son of Man,' He took 
our nature fully, and voluntarily entered into all the lon- 
difions of humanity, atvd, among others, into that which 
makes our growth in a\V ot^m^t^ VwcywX^^^j,^ gradual and 
iiraited. We are expresaXy to\<V\v\^\.\iV3^^>A,Vi,^Ccv^\»^^y»^% 
increased in wisdom' aa N.v:Vi ^* *^^ .^^^^'"^^ }:1,^^^^ 
supposed that, in ais Yvumati i.^xv«^, ^^ ^^^ ^^..if««*RS^> 
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more than any educated Jew of the age, with the mysteriea 
of all modern sciences; nor, with St. Luke's expressions 
before us, can it be seriously maintained that, as an infant 
or young child, He possessed a knowledge surpassing that 
of the most pious and learned adults of His nation, upon 
the subject of the authorship and age of tlie different por- 
tions of the Pentateuch. At what period, then, of His life 
upon earth, is it to be supposed that He had granted to 
Hioi, as the Son of Man, superoaturally, full and accurate 
information on these points, so that He should be expected 
to speak about the Pentateuch in bther terms than any 
oih r devout Jew of that day would have employed? Why 
siiould it be thought that He would speak with certain 
Pivine knowledge on this matter, more than upon other 
matters of ordinary science or history?" 

It has been argued that there is nothing new in the 
Bishop's views; that they are the same as those put forth, 
though in a far more modified form, more than 1400 years 
ago by a Patriarch of Constantinople; and that they then 
gaye rise first to a warm controversy, and then to a 
decided condemnation by two of those great oecumenical 
councils whose decisions upon questions of heresy were made 
binding upon the Church of England by the Act of 1 Eliz., 
chapter 1, section 36. 

The heresy of Nestorius was not that he denied our 
Lord*s Divinity. Nay, he w^nt so far as to persecute 
vehemently the Arians, who did deny it. But he used 
language which implied the existence of two persons in 
Christ. He held our Lord to be a perfect man, connected 
by a moral and apparent union with the Word. There was 
a conjunction, not an union of the two natures. The Word 
was indeed in some sense united to man, but waa not made 
man. The main point of his heresy was that the Son of 
God was connected with the Son of Man, but was not 
made man. The second Council of Constantijdople, i.e., 
the fifth Genet al Council, in its sentence of definition, sec 
tion 4, points out where his error lay. By calling God the 
Word, Son, and Christ, and yet naming the man Christ 
separately, he reaUy and evidently taught that there were 
two persons in Christ; and though he claimed to acknow- 
ledge one person, he did so only in name, not confessing 
the unity of God the Word with the flesh, animated bj> a 
reasonable and intellectual souL In oppositioa tA '^Vc^ 
teaching, which separated the BoA^ oi ^i^\«lN^«t^ \vs«v •^iofc 
Word WmBelf, the- third and foMtvVv Qi^ti«t«X ^«Kx»sa^^ 
(and I might add the ftlt\i aad ttviCcL «\fc^ "^^ "^"^^ 
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•oncurred in and confirmed the decisions of the preTions 
tonncils), affirmed that there were tWb natures, but odI/ 
one Person, in our Lord; that the two natures do not 
either of them constitute a distinct person, but both of 
them are united in one and the same person. 

The Council of Chalcedon, consisting of no less than 690 
Bishops, declared that ** He is to be acknowledged one and 
the same Christ, the Son, the Lord, the only-begotten, in 
two natures, without confusion, change, diyision, or separa- 
tion; the difference of natures not being remored by their 
union, but rather the propriety of each nature being pre- 
•erred . and making up one person, one 'hypostasis ' 
(subsistence), not dirided or separated into two persons, 
but the only Son, God the Word, our liOrd Jesus Christy 
and one and the same person." 

This is the Catholic faith concerning this great mystery. 
It has been held to be so since the decision of the 
G&curaenical Council of Chalcedon: **Out of the DiTine 
and human nature, one Christ was formed," says the 
second General Council of Constantinople. With these asser- 
tions, the definition of our own second Article, as well as 
the Ificene and Athanasian Creeds, are in strict accord- 
ance. The language of the Article is exact and full,^^ 

"The Son took man's nature in the 

womb of the Blessed Virgin, of her substance, so that two 
whole and perfect natures, that is to say, the Godhead and 
Manhood, were joined together in one person, neyer to be 
divided, whereof is one Christ, very God and very Man." 
The language of the Creed of St. Athanasius is equally 
full and exact: <* Although He he God and Man, yet He 
is not two, but one Christ. One, not by conversion of tht 
Godhead into flesh, but by taking of the manhood into 
God; one altogether, not by confusion of substance, but by 
unity of person; for as the reasonable soul and flesh is one 
man, so God and roan is one Christ." 

Our own most eminent theologians unfold and enforce 
this great mystery. I quote the language of two of 
the greatest of them here, because I think that 
writers with whom the Church of England has 
been for ages almost, identified are on such a ques- 
tion as this amongst the best exponents of her teaching; 
and more especially when they are in harmony on these 
points with many oiher %xKiX dv^vtves, to whom it is need- 
ier to refer. **Thelvo noX\a%*r %«^i^^*^«rA%ti ^^xUcle 
Ji), '^do not either of lYiem co\i%\.\vviXfe %. «\%>ihstfix^ >wjx 
ho^ of them make xtp one «.ii^ X\i^ i^wxi^ v«*^^«^^'«««^ 
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fore, we must consider that the human nature had no 
subsistence in itself by which it could be a distinct person 
of itself; but its subsistence was only in the DlTine 
person; and also how, as it was not a human person, but 
the human nature which was assumed, so it was not the 
Diyine nature, but a Divine person that did assume/* And 
again (page 1 i3): " We are now to inquire whether He be 
thus God and man in one person or in two. I mean, 
whether lie be God in one person, and man in the other, or 
both God and man in the saoie person. But we need not 
make much inquiry after it, the Scripture being so plain 
and frequent in attributing to Him two natures, and yet 
but one person; in saying that *the Word was made flesh.' 
John i, 14. He did not take flesh unto Him, but into Him. 
Yea, he was made .flesh, that is, He that was really a 
Spirit as God, became as really flesh, as man; not 
by changing Himself into flesh, but by taking flesh into 
Himself, to make up one and the same person with 
Himaelf.'* 

*' Our Lord,'* says Hooker, '* did not assume a man*8 
person to His own, but a man*s nature to His own person. 
He took the seed of Abraham, and He took it before it had 
any human personal existence. It was in the womb of the 
blessed Virgin He took it, before any human being was con- 
ceived. If a human being had been flrst conceived, and then 
united to God, that human being must have been a human 
person previously to the union with the Divine Person, and 
80 the Incarnation would have been the uuion of two per- 
sons, not the union of two natures.*' 

The Bishop of Natal's creel seems to be this. He 
bdlieves in the Divine Nature of our Lord. He speaks of 
his *• most entire and sincere belief of our Lord's Divinity.*' 
He declares that " from the first moment of his ministry to 
the present hour, in all his preaching and teaching, no 
doctrine of the Church has been maintained by him more 
strenuously "... than ** that of the Divinity of our 
Lord;" but he believes thaft the union of the Divine Nature 
with the human was not of such a character as to shield 
the Christ from ignorance or error. He separates, by his 
assertions, the man from the God, and really follows 
Nestorius. 

Now the true faith is, that it was a Divine Person that, 
took the nature of man— not the person of any ^«x^NR.\iS«ct 
man — into the Godhead;— and the uuvoti ^i^^ wi ^wtSsRJ^ 
that the Word was made flesh, — ^became mwv. ^ 

Jo the Christ (here waa the wcoudPex^^u ol\>aft ^^«^ YAftWs*^ 
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Trinity, and there was tlie perfect nature of man. The two 
natures, without confusion of substance, were united in the 
Person of our Lord. 

Being God, our Lord was omniscient. Infinite know- 
ledge was a property of the Christ, — i.e., of the Person of 
Christ, God and man. He could not have been God had 
His knowledge been less than infinite. To deny His 
omniscience is to deny His Godhead, or to affirm that 
omniscience is not an attribute of God. To maintain that 
He could err, is to maintain that He was not God, or that 
God could err. 

Being perfect man, as well as perfect God, He had, as 
man, the nature of man, — the finite faculties of man. He 
was therefore limited in knowledge qua His human nature, — 
on that side, so to speak, of His uniied nature*. "We may 
not," to use again the language of Hooker, "imagine tha^ 
the properties of the weaker nature have vanished with the 
presence of the more glorious, and have been therein swal- 
lowed up, as in a gulf." But neither may we suppose that 
the attributes and powers of the higher nature were in any 
way lost or diminished. There is a true union of the God- 
head and manhood in Christ, and the mode of union is such 
that neither nature is destroyed by the conjunction. 

These two natures coexist, however marvellous the 
mystery, without confusion of substance, as distinct natures 
in the one Ptrson of Christ. "They have been," to use 
again the language oi Hooker, "from the monfie|it of their 
first combination, and are for ever, inseparable.** And to 
that one Person, — though He might sometimes act, or speak 
of Himself, as man, sometimes as God, — belonged of 
necessity all the properties and attributes of the Gc^head. 

The Bishop's language implies of necessity the existence 

of two persons in Christ. He admits Him to be God; but 

he says: "At what period of His life upon earth is it to be 

supposed that He had granted to Him, as the Son of Man, 

supernaturally,full and accurate information on these points, 

80 that He should be expected to speak about the Pentateuch 

in other terms than any other deyout Jew of that day 

would have employed? Why should it be thought that He 

would speak with certain Divine knowledge on this matter?" 

He separates that which is inseparable. He distinguishes 

the man Christ Jesus from God the Word. The man is 

not the Incarnate WotCl. H.^ t%«\\^ ^^w\ft% the Incarnation. 

I do not fed it necesaw^ to %ol>w\Jftftt\w\ft\Jsv^\^^\X!A of 

this great subject, or to ^lUfem^X \o ^\%^>\«^ ^^e. tbwss^ 

interesting questions v\i\c\\ Vv?.^^ \i^^^ t^\^^ ^»^ ^i«w«fa^^ 
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with it. Tlie case does not require me to do so. The 
Incarnation is a mystery whicli transcends knowledge, — 
"Great is t!ie mystery of godliness, God manifest in the 
flesli.*' Ic is enough to say that the Bishop's words appear 
to me dearly to imply the existence ot two persons in 
Christ. This is essential to his position. It is the only 
explanation of it. He teaches Nestor ianism. But he goes 
beyond Nestorius, for he did not teach, so far as I am 
aware, that our Lord was liable to error, though this follows 
of necessity from his teaching. " Between him and the 
Church of God,'* says Hooker, ** there was no difference 
siiving only that Nestorius ipiagined in Christ as well a 
personal human subsistence as a Divine, the Church acknow- 
ledging a substance both Divine and human, but no other 
personal subsistence tiian Di?ine, because the Son of God 
took not to Himself a man's Person, but the nature only 
of ataan." 

The question which the Bishop has raised is not 
a light one. It is not a mere question of words. If, as he 
affirms, our Lord, while on earth was ignorant and liable 
to error,— if He quoted fiction for fact, legends for hi story 
— if He mistook altogether the character of the Bible,—, 
believed a mere human composition to be the Word of God, 
— believed that God really had spoken to Moses, when He 
had not, — made blunders about the most important matters, 
as to which it has fallen to the lot of Bishop Colenso to set 
Him right,— then, if these things be so, we have no sure 
ground for our faith. Mistaken on one point. He whom 
we call Lord may have been so on every matter. We 
could not admit the Bishop's statements without shaking to 
its very foundation the whole Christian faith as a revela- 
tion from God. 

I must decide that in imputing to our Blessed Lord 
ignorance, and the possibility of error, the Bishop has 
committed himself to a most subtle heresy, destructive of 
the reality of the Incarnation, and that he has departed 
from the Catholic faith, as held in the Church from the 
beginning, and as expressed in the second Article, and in 
the Creeds. 

IX. 

The last charge is that the Bishop has in Iiis writings, 
from which extracts are given, been guilty <jf d«^^'«c*\si% 
and impngning, and otherwUe bt\Ti%\T\%\wVQ ^vw^V^^-*^"^^ I 
Book of Common Prayer, pat\icvi\«ix\^ -^^xXaswii* ^"^ >^^ \ 
Ordinal and the Baptumal Str^\cft%, wx'i xV^xVevvi ^^^% 
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be has violated the laws of the United Church of England 
and Ireland, as contained in the 36th of the Conatitutions 
and Canons Ecclesiastical. 

The extracts are too long for qnotation. In them^ how- 
ever, I find expressions such as these: ''It may .he that 

the time is near at hand . ' when that work '* 

(missionary work among the heathen) .... ** shall no 
longer be impeded by the necessity of our laying down, at 
the very outset, stories like these for their reception, which 
they can often match out of their own traditions, and 
requiring them, under pain of eternal misery, to belieTe 
' in them all ' unfeignedly." ** And when a Missionary 
Bishop of the Church of England shall not be preyented, 
as I have, from admitting to the diaconate a thoroughly 

competent, well- trained, able, and pious native 

because he must be ordained by the Formularies of the 
Church of England, and those require that he should not 
only subscribe to the Thirty-nine Articles, and acknowledge 

the Book of Common Prayer, but solemnly declare 

in the presence of God and the congregation, that 
he unfeignedly believes in all the Canonical Scriptures.** 
If he once begins to inquire ** it is extremely probable 
that any clergyman must needs come very soon to doubts 
and before lon&r to dishelieve the truth of the Scripture 
account of the Deluge. Katiier let me ask, does any inteP* 
li«ent clerpryman of this day .... really believe in 
that story ? Do the Bishops and Doctors of the English 
Church believe in it? If they do not, then do not these 
divines, one and all, 'disbelieve the Church's doctrine ' on 
this particular point, while yet, in common with all their 
fellow-clergy, they use habitually that solemn form of 
address to Almighty God in the Baptismal Service which 
expressly assumes the reality and historical truthfulness 
of the story of the Noachian Deluge." "The^lact is, 
that by the present law of subscription, each clergy- 
man is bound by la>p to believe in the historical 
truth of Koah's flood, as recorded in the Bible, 
which the Church believed in some centuries ago, 
before God had given us the light of modern scicDce*, 
and he will be so bound till the Legislature of the realm 
shall relax the painful obligation, and relieve him from the 
duty to which he now stands pledged, of using a form of 
prayer which involves a\x(iti«L%v«k\%.\xi^\!ita«this." "But what 
Are they to do under t\\eae c\\<i\im%Xwi^^*^--'Cw>'»a^\\aaan, 
who have their eyes opetv to \.\v^ t%«X ^«w^^a ^\ S^w^^^r^^s.^ 
iriio cannot bear to uUet ^\i«.x xV%^ ^^^^ Vi\w.Ta5«wfc,N». 
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the face of God and the congregation." "What shall be said 
to those who .... feel it to be impossible to conti-* 
nue any longer to use sucli words in a solemn address ta 
the Almighty. I see uo remedy for these but to omit such 
words^ — to disobey the laws of the Church on the point, 
and take the consequences of the act, should any over- 
zealous brother clerk or layman drag him before a court: 
and enforce a penalty in the face of an indignant nation.** 
*• Just such, I apprt'hend, is the state of many of us at 
present, with reference to our rdations as clergy to the 
National Ctiurch. At the time when w*c were admitted into 
her ministry, we h.^artily believed wliat we then professed 
to believe, and we gave our assent and consent to every 
part of her Liturgy, but we did not bind ourseUes to 

believe this always, lo the end of our lives But 

we engaged in her service it is true, upon certain conditions, 
in virtue of which we were subject to her laws, and amen- 
able to Iier courts in case of disobedience. If then, in 
obedience to a higher law than that of the National Church 
.... we now feel it necessary to disobey deliber- 
ately any one of her directions, we must be prepared, of 
course, for the consequences of such an act, which, in her 
present state of ignorance as to the real facts of the case 
and the perilous dan/zers which threaten her, she may 
choose to inflict upon us." ^* Should, however, a prosecution 
be set on foot in such case, and a clergyman be suspended, 
or expelled from the Church of England, because he 
could not bear to approach the holy presence of God 
by addressing Him as the Being who 'of His f^reat 
mercy did save Noah and his family in the ark from 
perishing by water,' then may we sooner attain the 
freedom which is needed to make the Church of England to 
be what it professes to be, the National Church." " Let the 
laity answer the above questions for themselves, and then 
ask themselves the reason of this. It is not because 
the clergy, bound by their ordination vows, and the 
fetters of subscription, either dare not think at all on 
such bubjects, or, if they do, dare not express freely their 
thoughts from the pulpit, or by means of the press, with- 
out incurring the awful cliarge of heresy, and the danger 
of being dragged into the ecclesiastical courts by some 
clerical brother, who has himself no turn— perhaps no 
faculty — for thinking, or whtf has else abaudoived. bcA vl^§s^^ 
and duties as a reasoning man, to\)t<iom^ \jQa xaHt^^-*.- 

poue/it of a Church system or a creed ^ vs^- 

ia fact, can it be expected that adexg^xawn itoN:^^^«»^^**^ 
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to * think' on these subjects, when by so doing he is almost 
certain to come to * doubt' and * disbelieve' some portion 
at least, as we have seen above, of the Church's doctrines." 
He then speaks of the hardships to such an one to have 
to leave his work, " with strength still, and a hearty will 
to do more in the Church's service, if only he may be 
allowed to think and speak the plain honest truth, as a 
free man, and not be required to hush up the facts which 
he knows, and publish and maintain in place of them, by 
silence, at all events, if not bj' overt acts, transparent 
fictions." 

Upon this charge there is but little left for me to say. 
The Bishop, to do him justice, is sufficiently outspoken. 
He does not conceal that he no longer believes a great deal 
that the Church teaches out of Holy Scripture, and has 
(embodied in her Formularies. Redoes openly and avowedly 
impugn, assail, deprave, and endeavour to bring into dis- 
repute the Book of Common Prayer. He intimates his 
intention of not using in public ministrations those portions 
which he has begun to disbelieve; and he encourages others 
to do the same. " I see no remedy for this .... but 
to disobey the law of the Church." He comi»ares the 
Church to a master in ** real danger," under a great 
*• delusion;" who issued orders long ago, which are " most 
ill-judged, and the attempt to enforce which would be 
irrational and suicidal." He is the enlightened **servant" 
who knows better than his master what is right and for 
his good, whose *' duty it is to disobey, who is bound to 
disobey, though the consequences of the act might bring 
ruin on himself, should his master, in his blindness and 
obstinacy, not appreciate his motives." He hopes though 
' violent at first," " he will awake from his delusion," and 
recognize the spirit of faithfulness which prompted the 
" disobedience." He h)oks forward to the time when the 
Church sMall be so fhanged in its teaching condition as to 
become " what it professes to be, the National Church ;" 
not " a mere sect, but the representative of the whole com- 
munity in its religious capacity," e. e„ "of every form of 
earnest religious thought within the realm." It is clear that 
he would not have the clergy under an obligation to teach de- 
finite truth. He would have error tauglit in our pulpits, as 
n'e//as truth, provided only the teacher though tit to be truth. 
He would have clexgymeti ax liberty to teach what they 
like, provided they are \tv ewctvei^x.. "^^ ^v^^ik* contenip- 
tuoiisly of those who " aWtvAotvviv^ VWw tv\gc\\.% ^\w\ ^>^>:\,iA 
«s rciisoning men," i\\\ow \\\tix\^vi\\vi% VQ ^^ \iv-^^\»si \\\vi xsi<\^ 
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exponents of a Church system or a creed.'* Clearly, in his 
view, there is not, and ought not to be, a faith once for all 
deliyered and for ever to be maintained. The principle he 
advocates appears to tne simply subversive of Christianity. 

The two Formularies with which he finds the greatest 
fault are the Ordinal and the Baptismal Si'rvice. 

He complains of the former because of its requirements— 
that it does not allow Bishops to ordain any who do not 
profess their unfeigned belief in the Holy Scriptures, and 
subscribe the Thirty-nine Articles and Book of Common 
Prayer. 

He complains of the latter because of the prayer to God 
in which belief in the Deluge and the saving of Noah and 
his family in tiie Ark is spoken of. 

There is re.Uly no question about the Bishop's faith. 
He expressly says that he does not now believe what the 
Ciiurch teaches; though in the letter put in as his defence, 
and written some time before, when his views probably 
were not what they now are, he denies repeatedly that he 
differ<( in his teaching from the Formularies of the Church, 
by which he admits himself to be bound. " I do believe 
that my teaching on this subject in this book is in full 
accordance with the plain teaching of the Church, which I 
am pledged to guard and maintain, as laid down in her 
Articles, and above all, with my consecration vow." 
(letter IV.) It is deeply, 1 think, to be regretted that 
when he first felt the pain of discovering that he no longer 
believed what the Church teaches he did not at once with- 
draw from a position which, as one who had bound him- 
self on very solemn occasions to teach what the Church 
teaches, and also to enforce its discipline on those of his 
clergy who might depart therefrom, he could no longer 
hold with honour to himself. It appears to me to be of far 
higher obligation to maintain good faith in the keeping of 
engagements voluntarily undertaken with most solemn 
vows, than to remain in a post, the duties of which one 
can no longer fulfil, in the hope of bringing about a change; 
and in this particular case, the call seemed to be doubly 
loud, because the founders of the see filled by the Bishop 
were still living, and provided an endowment only ten 
years before, expressly for the purpose of teaching and 
maintaining those truths which they still hold, but which 
he has abandoned. 

It only remains to me to observe that in.Uvi%\tfic^\v^ES!^\N.% 
and defaming tlie Book of CoinmotiYT«.^^T,\X\^'^\^\Na^^^^*»^ 
7/1 my judgment, done vhat \\c \a dvBcT%<i^ V\v\\ ^vJ\\\%« '^ 



400 

has violated the law of the Church, as contained in the 
36th of the Constitutions and Canons Ecclesiastical. In the 
terms of that Canon, he has himself declared that ** the 
Book of Common Prayer, and of Ordering of Bishops, 
Priests, and Deacons, containeth in it nothing contrary 
to the Word of God; and that it may lawfully so he 
used; and that he himself will use the form in the said 
Book prescribed, in public prayer and administration of 
the sacraments, and none other." 

He has himself subscribed the three articles of the Canon, 
in these words, *'I do willingly and ex animo subscribe to 
these three articles above mentioned and to all things that 
are contained in them." 

I cannot think that his language in the passages ex- 
tracted from his writings is consistent with this declara- 
tion, and I must therefore adjudge that the charge which 
has been brought against him has been proved. 

In conclusion, I would observe, that I have felt the 
greatest difficulty in dealing with this case, and with the 
charges which have been brought. 

Considering the office of the accused, the almost entire 
absence of precedent, the novelty of my own position and 
that of my brethren who have been my Attessors, the 
gravity of the charges brought, I would gladly have 
shrunk, had it been possible, from the responsibility of 
asting, and have left this painful case to be dealt with by 
the Bishops and lectors of the Mother Church. By 
general consent, however, it has been concluded that the 
burden must be laid upon the Metropolitan and Bishops 
of this Province, all of whom have been summoned as my 
Assessors on the occasion; though some, from the vast 
distances which separate us, from the great difficulty of 
communication, and, I may add, the heavy expense to which 
tliey would have been put, have, though most anxious to 
bear their share of responsibility, not been able to be 
present. 

Fur myself, I may be permitted to say that I have 

taken up the burden which has been laid npon me with 

fear and trembling; but having assumed it, I have felt 

it to be my duty, looking up to God ior guidance, to 

vindicate, so far as it was in my power to do soothe 

Church's faith, and at least rescue it from the charge of 

conniving at false teac\v\i\s Va v^^ft v^rson of one of its 

prelA tea. The accusatioti^ >atw3L^x ^x^ lasxsj ^xw^^s^l^hty . 

They touch the gxealet xwimXi^ ^1 ^^\^ ^^^^ocwas^ 

which hare been moal «L«\)aX^^ ^<^^'o^'«^ '^'^'^ ^\«s5Sb., «i.\ 
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which are unanimotisly regarded as fandamental. It it 
with the deepest pain that I have arrived at the oonclasion 
to which I am driren, that my brother, once a witness for 
the truth, is now a destroyer of that faith which in days 
past he upheld. 

I do not stand alone in this couTiction. It is hardly too 
much to say that the whole Church concurs in it. On 
account of these writings which have been under review, 
nearly every Bishop of the Church of England has called 
upon him to resign his see, and on his refusal to do this, 
has inhibited him from officiating in his diocese. 

And both houses of the Provincial Synod and Con- 
vocation of Canterbury have pronounced their formal 
judgment against that work of his which has attracted 
most attention, but which is hardly more dangerous than 
the other. They have united in a solemn declaration that 
" the book contains errors of the gravest and most danger- 
ous character, subversive of faith in the Bible, as the Word 
of God." 

This is a very heavy condemnation. It has, however, 
further, in my judgment been most clearly and convin- 
eingly proved against the accused, in the proceedingt 
which hate taken place before the Bishops of thisProvince, 
that not on one point only, but on many, he has contravened 
and denied the Catholic Faith, as taught and expressed in 
the Creeds, Articles, and Formularies of the Church. 

It becomes, therefore, my painful duty, first, to declare 
that, convicted as he has been of false teaching on many 
grave and fundamental points, involving a wide and syt< 
tematic departure from the faith, he is unfit, so long as 
he shall persist in these errors, to bear rule in the 
Church of God, or to exercise any sacred offices whateve 
therein; and, nest, to past sentence accordingly. 

In this opinion, and in the sentence which I am about to 
give, my Assessors entirely agree. 

I have only to add that, if it be desired, at has been 
intimated, to make a ibrmal appeal to His Grace the Arch« 
bishop of Canterbury, I shall consent to forward my judg- 
ment to His Grace for revision, waiving in this particvlar 
case, which is in itself novel, and of great importance to* 
the whole Church, any real or supposed rights of thi 
Church, and feeling that it will be a very great relief tA 
submit my decision to the Chief Paatox q1 \>[i<^^:?DL\n^Sc^'ft^ 
home, and to share my retponaVbiWWea ^\^^i\J:v^i,^^^>'>^'^^ 
gbonld seem, With the other ^\aYko^a ol \\» ^^""^^s*^^ 
Church, ^ 
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In the Name of God, Amen. 

We, Robert, by Biyine permission Bishop of Cape Town* 
and Metropolitan, do hereby make known that,— 

Whereas the Bishop of the See of Natal is declared in 
the Letters Patent issued to us, under Her Majesty's sign 
manual, on the 8th day of December, 1853, to be subject and 
subordinate to the See of Cape Town, and to the Bishop 
thereof, in the same manner as any Bishop and See in the 
FroYince of Canterbury is under the authority of the 
Archi-episcopal See of that Province, and the Archbishop 
of the same: 

And whereas, further, it is provided in the said Letters 
Patent that in case any proceedings should be instituted 
against the said Bishop ot Natal, such proceoding should 
originate and be carried on before us; and whereas we are, 
by the same Letters Patent, directed and authorized to 
take cognizance of such proceedings: 

And whereas at tlie time of the appointment and conse- 
cration of the Right Reverend John William Colenso, the 
Bishop of Natal, the said Bishop of Natal did voluntarily 
recognize and submit himself to the provisions of the said 
Letters Patent, and did accept the said office of Bishop of 
Natal under thi^ said provisions, and did then solemnly profess 
and promise all due reverence and obedience to the Metro- 
politan Bishop of Cape Town, and to his successors, and 
did thereafter, in due accordance with such promise and 
profession, continue to submit himself to our jurisdiction 
as such Metropolitan, and from the said promise and pro- 
fession hath never been relieved: 

And whereas, on the 1 2th day of May last, the Very 
ReY. the Dean of Cape Town, the Venerable the Arch- 
deacon of Graham's Town, and the Venerable the Arch- 
deacon of George did lay before us, as such Metropolitan, 
in writing, certain charges against the said Right Rev. 
John William Colenso,— firstly, of having promulgated 
opinions which contravene and subvert the Catholic faith 
as defined and expressed in the Thirty -nine Articles of 
Religion, and the Formularies of the Book of Common 
Prayer of the United Church of England and Ireland; and» 
secondly, of having depraved, impugned, and otherwise 
brought into disrepute the Book of Common Prayer, parti- 
cui/irij portiOQB of the Otdxn^V sxid Baptismal Services, and 
of baviDg thus 'violated t.Yve\«.N? olv\ifi'>itc*.^\Ci\vurchof 
^BigJand and Ireland, as coivlam^^Vs^Va^^^v\v^V\\Yi^%^\i^ 
•tad Constilutlona BccVw\a.%\.vi«\\ w^^ ^^ v^^i>«a.. 
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and Archdeacons did then declare themselves ready to 
prove the said charges, and to claim our judgment thereon: 

And whereas we did, thereafter, on the 18th of May last, 
cause the said Bishop of Natal to he cited to appear hefore 
us on the 17th day of November following, in the Cathedral 
Church of Cape Town, to answer tlic said charges: 

And whereas, on the said 17th day of November, we did, 
as such Metropolitan aforesaid, hold a Court in the said 
Cathedral Church, having previously invited certain of the 
Bishops of this Province to be present as Assessors, and the 
Bishops of Graham's Town and of the Orange Free State 
bein^ then present with us, as such Assessors : 

And whereas on the said 17th day of November the said 
Bishop of Natal appeared by his agent, and did then, as 
well by his said agent as also in a letter addressed to us, 
admit the service of the said citation upon him, and his 
knowledge of the charges he was called upon to answer;^ 
and did further, in answer to the said charges — firstly, offer 
a protest against our jurisdiction; secondly, did submit 
certain matters of defence to the said charges; and thirdly, 
did intimate to us his intention of appealing if we should 
proceed to tlie delivery of a judgment, and such judgment 
should be adverse to him: 

And whereas we did then refuse to regard the said 
protest, and did proceed to the hearing of the charges 
brought as aforesaid : 

And whereas the aforesaid Dean and Archdeacons did 
then, in open Court, submit to our judgment certain extracts 
from two works, alleged to have been written and published 
by the said Bishop of Natnl,— to wit: "St. Paurs Epistle 
to the Romans, newly translated and explained from a 
Missionary Point of View/' and Parts I and II of the 
"Pentateuch and the Book of Joshua critically examined;" 
copies of which extracts had been before served upon the 
said Bishop of Natal, with the citation aforesaid, and of 
.which extracts other copies are hereunto annexed, and 
herewith recorded. 

And whereas, after hearing the said Dean and Arch- 
deacons, and duly considering the matters of defence sub- 
mitted as aforesaid, and after due consultation with the 
said Bishops of Graham's Town and the Orange Free 
State, present with us as Assessors, we have found it 
sufficiently proved that certain of the said extralcU^ v^^Sx^ 
those of them arranged under l\\e\ie«k^% ol.>i>Dka^^^^"^'^^"^^ 
Schedule VIII, do contain opinions, «k% cJtvvtvi^,^'^^'^.^'^*^ 
tnyene and fubvert the C&Wio\\G ¥»\\\i» «^* ^^^'^r^c. 
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ezpreesed in the thirtj-Dine Artides of Religion and the 
Formularies of the Book of Common Prayer of the 
United Church of England and Ireland; and certain otber 
extracts, to wit, those arranged under Schedule ES!, do, in 
fubstance, deprave, impugn, and bring into disrepute the 
Book of Common Prayer : 

And whereas it was further duly prored that the works 
from which the said extracts have been taken were pub- 
lished both in this Province and elsewhere, with the know- 
ledge and by the authority and consent of the said Bishop 
of Natal. 

Now therefore, we, in the exercise of our jurisdiction 
aforesaid, do hereby sentence, adjudge, and decree the said 
Bishop of Natal to be deposed from the said office as such 
Bishop, and to be further prohibited from the exercise of any 
diyine office within any part of the Metropolitical Province 
of Cape Town. 

Bat inasmuch as the said Bishop of Natal is not person- 
ally present, and we desire to afford him sufficient oppor- 
tunity of retracting and recalling the extracts aforesaid, 
before this sentence shall take effect, we do suspend the 
operation of the said sentence, for the purpose of such 
retractation, until the 16th day of April next; and we here- 
by decree and order, that if on or before the 4th day 
of March next the said Bishop of Natal shall have 
filed of record with Douglas Dubois, of Doctors* Commons, 
in (he city of London, proctor, solicitor, and notary public, 
our commissary in England, at his office, 7, Godleman- 
itreet. Doctors' Commons, London, a foil, unconditional, 
and absolute retractation, in writing, of all the extracts 
aforesaid; or otherwise shall haye, before the I6th day of 
April next, filed with the Registrar of this Diocese, at his 
office in Cape Town, such full, unconditional, and absolute 
retractation and recal of the said extracts, then, in either 
case, on the day of such filing, this sentence shall become 
null and void; but if, on the said 1 6th day of April next, 
no such retractation shall have been recorded in manner 
above set forth, then the said sentence shall be of full force 
and effect, and shall be published, so soon as convenient 
after the said I6th day of April, in all the Churches of the 
Diocese of Natal, and in the several Cathedral Churches of 
the province of Cape Town. 

la testimony whert^oi we Vva^e hereunto caused our 
JBpiscopal Seal to be affixed, ».xi^ ^^ %\i\i%^r^^ ^-sa l\Mid, in 
open Court, this SixteentVv Afv-j oiT>ft^em\«j/Ycw^\yfci^^^\ 
our Xiord, one thouaaud evs^iX. Wu^xsA wA loaXi-Wajifc, %a 
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the Cathedral Church of St. Georgre, and do delirer 

the same to the Registrar of this Diocese to be dulj 
recorded. 

(Signed) R. Capetown (L.S.) 

Dr. Bleek, the representatiTe of Dr. Colenso, then handed 
in the following protest: 

" On behalf of the Bight Reyerend the Lord Bishop of 
Natal I again protest against the legality of the present 
proceediogs, and the yalidity of this judgment; and with 
all respect towards your Lordship personally I, on the 
Bishop's behalf, give you formal notice that the said pro- 
ceedings and judgment are and will be regarded and treated 
by him as a nullity, void of all force and effect. 

** And I, in like manner, further give notice that the 
Bishop of Natal will, if the same shall be expedient or 
necessary, and, if he shall be thereunto adrised, appeal 
from, or otherwise contest the lawfulness of these proceed' 
ings, and will, if need be, resist any attempt to enforce 
and carry out the execution of this judgment in such 
manner, and by such lawful ways and process as he shall 
be adrised to be proper. 

" W. H. J. Blbbk. 

** Cape Town, 16th December, 1863." 

The Bishop of Cape Town: I cannot recognize any 
appeal except to His Grace the Archbishop of Canterbury, 
and I must require that appeal to be made within 
fifteen days from the present time. 
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SRBATA. 

Eage 8. — Instead of Article xxvn, read Articles tit, 
xxyiiy xxYiii. 

Page 10.— Omit the paragraph beginning ''The ab- 
solution." 

Page 57. — For Romans read Hebrews. 

Page 83. — For uniycrsadon read universalism. 

Page 271.-— The sermon by Dean Alfbrd referred to, and 
quoted at the time fi-om memory, is Sermon y, firom 
Sermons on Christian Doctrine, Ri?ingtons, 1862, and 
is not on 1 Cjt. xv, 22, but on Komans y, 18, 19. The 
next sermon on Gal. iii, 28, ought to be taken in connec- 
tion with it. The speaker was confUsing Sermon y in 
some degree with Sermon xyui, on 1 Cor. xy, 12. 



